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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Contemporary high schools trace their origins back to 
1821 as an outgrowth of the academy movement in America. The 
academy was patterned after the English Latin Grammar School. 
Public support for the programs of secondary education was an 
American phenomenon while the academies were more private, 
selective enterprises, not meant for all youth. The publicly 
supported schools provided what was known as the common-school 
education. Growth of the public high school was very slow for 
the rest of the nineteenth-century and became much more 
prevalent in the early 1900s. Only later in the twentieth-
century did public secondary education for all students become 
a reality (Knezevich, 1984). 
The secondary school principalship follows the same 
evolutionary track. The first high school principals were 
more like the head-master of the English Latin Grammar School. 
They were known as the principal-teacher. It was thought that 
the best teacher was the most likely candidate to run the 
school. Early principal-teachers were expected to be experts 
in all aspects of curriculum and teaching (Saxe, 1980) . 
The position continued to evolve so that by the turn of 
the century new tasks were added. These included: 
conferencing with teachers, classroom visitations, improving 
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instruction, and staff development. By the mid twentieth-
century the emphasis in the position was on supervision. This 
era also saw the principalship become more scientific 
emphasizing management and management skills. Nineteen sixty 
is a benchmark for those who study the principalship. Prior 
to 1960 the practical aspects of management received great 
emphasis. After 1960, the emphasis swung toward the 
theoretical dimension of the principalship. Instructional 
leadership is a good example of the theoretical nature of the 
principalship. The leadership dimension started to be studied 
in earnest around 1964 (Osborne & Wiggins, 1988). 
The 1960s and 1970s saw great challenges to society in 
general and to schools in particular. Principals were often 
viewed as glorified policemen (Ruffin, 1983). The prevailing 
model of education at this time was the school as a factory. 
Principals were viewed much like the industrial manager. 
There job was to keep the "assembly line" running smoothly. 
Students entered the schools, the schools applied the same 
program to each student, then the students left the school 
with a high school diploma with little or no disruption. Even 
though this period was supposed to be theory dominated, what 
follows is a practical description of the position of 
principal : 
In fact, he is a paper pusher at best and a stifler of 
creative, reflective teaching at worst. He covets 
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uniformity in assignments, regimentation in pupil and 
teacher control, and no deviation from a narrowly 
conceived norm. No innovator, he prides himself on 
running a tight ship wherein his direction will be obeyed 
without question [sic] (Unks, 1983, p. 62). 
By the early 1980s, it appears that our society did not hold 
the principalship in very high regard (Drake & Miller, 1982) 
Today, the principal is not expected to be the best 
teacher or the principal-teacher. The title has been 
shortened to principal. This does not mean that expectations 
for the person filling the role have been reduced. The 
position today is primarily shaped by the effective schools 
movement (Doggett, 1987). The two most commonly listed 
general descriptors of the principal's role are that of 
instructional leader and manager. However, the role has taken 
on a much more burdensome meaning than the old "posdcorb" 
acronym (planning, organizing, staffing, directing, 
coordinating, reporting, and budgeting) that educational 
administration students memorize. Below are sentiments of 
various authors communicating expectations of the person who 
fulfills the role of high school principal. 
Excellence in education is a process rather than a single 
event. The principal plays an important role in this process. 
Principals should be instructional leaders, good people 
managers, articulate, unselfish, and fearless. They should 
excel at loose control, be flexible, promote cohesiveness, and 
be visible supporters. They should be able to involve the 
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entire school in the process of education, be visionaries, 
recognize accomplishments and reward them. Further, 
principals should be skillful at collaboration, be able to 
make good use of the talented people in their school, and 
focus on the teaching and learning process. They should be 
courageous (Craft, 19 87) . 
Principals should excel at school improvement and be 
effective with these management functions: planning, 
organizing, staffing, controlling, budgeting, directing, and 
decision-making. Personal qualities needed by principals 
include: respect, honesty, and thoughtfulness. They need to 
be charismatic type leaders and develop high staff morale 
(DiCicco, 1986). High staff morale results from a positive 
school climate. To develop this climate, principals need to 
be good communicators and also have a sense of humor (Gmelch, 
1981),be committed to the task (Grain & Hopins, 1986), have 
high expectations, and be an excellent motivator. Dynamic 
schools are the result of dynamic principals (Harrison, 1980). 
The National Association of Secondary School Principals' 
(NASSP) expectations of the principal are similar. Effective 
principals are good at problem analysis, judgement, 
decisiveness, leadership, and organizational ability. They 
should be sensitive and be able to handle stress. Written and 
oral communication skills are also important for a person in 
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this position. Beyond this, effective principals should be up 
on current affairs and have a broad range of interests. They 
should be able to handle discussions on economics and art. 
They need to be high achievers, be able to take a stand on a 
position, and hold education as their top priority (Thorns, 
1986). 
In exercising the educational leadership component of the 
principalship, it should be noted that there is no one correct 
style. The principal needs to match the style of their 
leadership to the situation at hand. Principals generally 
exercise control over the educational outcome of the school 
through monitoring and careful articulation and management of 
the curriculum (Corcoran & Wilson, 1986). 
Still other expectations describe the role of principal. 
Good principals are innovative, enthusiastic, creative, and 
knowledgeable. They are able to nurture and encourage others 
to be leaders. They should be able to trust, be committed to 
students' welfare, care about the teachers and create the best 
possible working conditions at the school. They should allow 
teachers a role in school planning, but also know when to be 
authoritarian. Further they should be able to work 
successfully with students, teachers, parents, and school 
board members (Mckinney, 1986). 
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There are several other factors that complicate this 
"larger than life" role expectation of the principalship. The 
first is that the principals are "caught in the middle" 
personally and professionally. They must balance the pursuit 
of their own philosophy and personal goals with the many, many 
conflicting demands of the diverse groups that the high school 
serves (Davis, 1988). Often, principals must act out their 
role with little or no support from the superintendent or the 
teachers (Pellicer, 1982) . 
Principals, because they are in the middle and very 
visible, are scapegoats for problems created by society. As a 
group they do not possess the power to determine the direction 
that the role of principal should take. Many principals, 
therefore, concentrate on the easier, managerial aspect of 
their position (Johnson, 1981). It is difficult for 
principals to balance the demands for instructional leadership 
and management with little help from a central office which is 
out of touch with the real world of principals (DePigio & 
Hughes, 1987). 
While the principal's autonomy has eroded over recent 
decades, changes have also taken place in the context within 
which the principal must work. This context has been 
dominated by a "what is safe" mentality, rather than the 
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"experimenting, creating, take a risk," mentality (Koerner, 
1988). 
In conclusion; 
Studies show that principals are great at coping with 
ambiguity, conflict and a myriad of daily problems and 
decisions; but one must ask what price these conditions 
impose upon the leadership and long term development 
needs of urban secondary schools, and personally upon 
those who occupy this important post (McCleary, 1983, p. 
11) . 
To respond to these challenging questions this study will 
use the same approach advanced by Hoy and Miskel (1978) in 
their study of job satisfaction. Their approach was to ask 
about job satisfaction and the person's position. 
Relationships between the persons perception of job 
satisfaction and the person's position were studied. Personal 
characteristics were also studied and then related to job 
satisfaction. Using the Hoy and Miskel study as a guide, high 
school principals were asked about their position, their level 
of authority, challenges they faced, and perceived threats to 
their job security. Significant relationships between these 
dimensions will be identified and studied. 
Statement of the Problem 
During the decade of the eighties the publication of A 
Nation at Risk by the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education has brought about an intense focus on the 
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educational systems of our nation and a quest for excellence 
in education. This report was followed by more than 30 other 
reports and articles, each claiming a different perspective on 
the attainment of excellence. This has not been a short-term 
phenomenon as the quest still prevails (Doggett, 1987). 
The public high school has been the main course on the 
dissecting table of public concern. The high school principal 
has been the object of intense scrutiny, for as Ernest Boyer 
noted, "In schools where achievement was high and where there 
was a clear sense of community, we found, invariably, that the 
principal made the difference" (Boyer, 1983, p. 219). 
High school principals are important because they are 
typically regarded as the bridge between the theories and 
policies of effective schooling and the realities and 
practices of the actual education of students (Drake & Miller, 
1982) . 
There is significant research on the high school 
principalship. However, this research tends to concentrate on 
three specific areas: (a) the hour by hour, day by day, 
actual activities of the principal, (b) the competences 
necessary to be an effective principal, and (c) the principal 
as an educational leader. Research needs to be expanded to 
include the context within which these activities take place. 
As one author notes, "The nature of the activities of 
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principals depends largely on the principals' context: that 
is, the needs of their students, the pressures and 
opportunities posed by their district offices and their 
corranunities, and their own personal beliefs and experiences" 
(Thorns, 1986, p. 198). Research is lacking on the "context" 
in which the principal tries to meet the expectations of the 
historically critical, complex, and ever expanding role of the 
high school principalship (Rogus, 1980). Further, little 
research has been done on the effect this role has on the 
people who occupy the position or how they view the problems 
and challenges associated with the principalship. The study is 
designed to remedy this inadequacy. 
When studying the context within which principals 
operate, there seem to be five general dimensions. The 
researcher is hypothesizing that the number of students 
principals supervise, principals' perceived level of 
authority, threats to principals' job security, and 
educational issues that are seen as challenges are related to 
the principals' level of job satisfaction. These five 
dimensions will be analyzed in depth in Chapter II. 
Purpose of the Study 
The primary purpose of this study is to examine the high 
school principalship in Iowa. This data will be collected 
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from a survey given to all of Iowa's administrators: 
superintendents, secondary-level administrators, and 
elementary-level administrators. There were 450 secondary-
level administrators who responded to the survey but data will 
be studied from only those 253 respondents who identified 
themselves as high school principals responsible for 
supervising at least grades ten through twelve. 
The specific purpose of this study centers around the 
context within which principals operate. Relationships of 
school size, principals' self-reported level of authority, 
perceived threats to job security, and challenges faced by 
high school principals to principals' self-reported level of 
job satisfaction will be studied. 
This study will provide important information to 
colleges, universities, professional organizations, current 
high school principals, and those preparing for the high 
school principalship as they focus on training and improvement 
programs. Further, it should be a valuable asset to those who 
construct and conduct staff development programs for 
administrators. 
Research Questions 
This study will focus on the high school principalship 
and the context within which that role is acted out. The 
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following research questions provided direction for this 
study; 
1. What are the challenges facing Iowa's high school 
principals? 
2. What is the self-reported level of job satisfaction of 
Iowa's high school principals and what factors seem to be 
related to their job satisfaction? 
3. What do Iowa's principals view as threats to their job 
security and what factors seem to influence their job 
security? 
4. Do Iowa's high school principals perceive they have 
sufficient authority to influence secondary education in 
their district? 
5. How do Iowa's high school principals spend their day? 
6. Is there a relationship between the extent to which 
student issues are reported as challenges by principals 
and their reported level of authority? 
7. Is there a relationship between the extent to which 
teacher issues are reported as challenges by principals 
and their reported level of authority? 
8. Is there a relationship between the extent to which 
specific program issues are reported as challenges by 
principals and their reported level of authority? 
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9. Is there a relationship between the extent to which 
planning issues are seen as challenges by principals and 
their reported level of authority? 
10. Is there a relationship between the extent to which 
relationship issues are reported as challenges by 
principals and their reported level of authority? 
11. Is there a relationship between the number of students 
principals are responsible for supervising and the extent 
to which student issues are reported as challenges by 
principals? 
12. Is there a relationship between the number of students 
principals are responsible for supervising and the extent 
to which teacher issues are reported as challenges by 
principals? 
13. Is there a relationship between the number of students 
principals are responsible for supervising and the extent 
to which specific program issues are reported as 
challenges by principals? 
14. Is there a relationship between the number of students 
principals are responsible for supervising and the extent 
to which planning issues are reported as challenges by 
principals? 
15. Is there a relationship between the number of students 
principals are responsible for supervising and the extent 
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to which relationship issues are reported as challenges 
by principals? 
16. Is there a relationship between the number of students 
principals are responsible for supervising and the self 
reported level of job satisfaction of principals? 
17. Is there a relationship between the reported challenges 
to principals' job security and their level of job 
satisfaction? 
18. Is there a relationship between the extent to which 
student issues are reported as challenges by principals 
and their level of job satisfaction? 
19. Is there a relationship between the extent to which 
teacher issues are reported as challenges by principals 
and their level of job satisfaction? 
20. Is there a relationship between the extent to which 
specific program issues are reported as challenges by 
principals and their level of job satisfaction? 
21. Is there a relationship between the extent to which 
planning issues are reported as challenges by principals 
and their level of job satisfaction? 
22. Is there a relationship between the extent to which 
relationship issues are reported as challenges by 
principals and their level of job satisfaction? 
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23. Is there a relationship between principals' reported 
levels of authority and job satisfaction? 
24. Is there a relationship between the number of students 
principals are responsible for supervising and the 
reported challenges to job security by principals? 
25. Is there a relationship between the reported challenges 
to job security by principals and their level of 
authority? 
Research Hypotheses 
The following hypotheses will be analyzed to answer the 
research questions that served as the basis for this study. 
1. High school principals with more reported authority 
accorded them to make decisions will report fewer student 
challenges than principals with less reported authority. 
2. High school principals with more reported authority 
accorded them to make decisions will report fewer teacher 
challenges than principals with less reported authority. 
3. High school principals with more reported authority 
accorded them to make decisions will report fewer 
specific program challenges than principals with less 
reported authority. 
4. High school principals with more reported authority 
accorded them to make decisions will report fewer 
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planning challenges than principals with less reported 
authority. 
5. High school principals with more reported authority 
accorded them to make decisions will report fewer 
relationship challenges than principals with less 
reported authority. 
6. High school principals of larger schools will report more 
student issues as challenges than principals of medium, 
or smaller schools. 
7. High school principals of larger schools will report more 
teacher issues as challenges than principals of medium, 
or smaller schools. 
8. High school principals of larger schools will report more 
educational program issues as challenges than principals 
of medium, or smaller schools. 
9. High school principals of larger schools will report more 
specific planning issues as challenges than principals of 
medium, or smaller schools. 
10. High school principals of larger schools will report more 
relationship issues as challenges than principals of 
medium, or smaller schools. 
11. High school principals of larger schools will have a 
higher reported level of job satisfaction than principals 
of medium, or smaller schools. 
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High school principals with a higher reported level of 
job satisfaction will report fewer challenges to job 
security than principals with a lower level of job 
satisfaction. 
High school principals with a higher reported level of 
job satisfaction will report fewer student issues as 
challenges than principals with lower level of job 
satisfaction. 
High school principals with a higher reported level of 
job satisfaction will report fewer teacher issues as 
challenges than principals with a lower level of job 
satisfaction. 
High school principals with a higher reported level of 
job satisfaction will report fewer educational program 
issues as challenges than principals with a lower level 
of self reported job satisfaction. 
High school principals with a higher reported level of 
job satisfaction will report fewer specific planning 
issues as challenges than principals with a lower level 
of job satisfaction. 
High school principals with a higher reported level of 
job satisfaction will report fewer relationship issues as 
challenges than principals with a lower level of self 
reported job satisfaction. 
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High school principals reporting a higher level of 
authority accorded them to make decisions will also 
report a higher level of job satisfaction. 
High school principals of larger schools will report more 
threats to job security than principals of medium, or 
smaller schools. 
High school principals reporting a higher level of 
authority accorded them to make decisions will report 
fewer threats to job security than principals with lower 
reported authority. 
Basic Assumptions 
The following assumptions were made in this study: 
Principals who completed the instrument reported 
information accurately and independently. 
Principals that completed the survey constitute a 
representative sample of high school principals in the 
State of Iowa in 1989. 
The survey instrument and data collection method used in 
this study are reliable and valid. 
Delimitations 
The following delimitations apply to this study: 
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1. This study is limited to Iowa's public high school 
principals who voluntarily returned the survey. 
2. Assistant principals as well as any other secondary 
administrators who did not specifically identify 
themselves as high school principals were excluded from 
this study. 
Definition of Terms 
Following is a listing of the terms used in this study 
and the meaning attributed to each: 
1. High school principal - the chief administrator of a 
secondary school comprised of any combination of grades 
including grades ten through twelve within a school 
district. 
2. Security issues - issues which threaten principals' 
feeling of job security. 
3. Job satisfaction - principals' level of satisfaction 
gained as a result of their work. 
4. Morale - the level of contentment, excitement, and 
loyalty that an individual expresses about his/her job 
situation. 
5. Challenges - those specific factors, programs, groups of 
individuals, issues, and concerns that present a demand 
for action and will occupy the attention and time of the 
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principal in the near future. Issues in this study 
include; student, teacher, educational program, planning, 
and relationship issues. 
6. Level of authority - level of autonomy or power the 
principal has to make decisions concerning the high 
school program. 
7. Size of school - the total number of students principals 
are responsible for supervising. 
8. District size - the number of students enrolled in grades 
K-12 in the district on the third Friday in September, 
1988. 
9. Type - the geographic classification of the community 
i.e. urban, suburban, small town, or rural. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This chapter will review the pertinent literature as it 
relates to this study. This review will be selective in 
nature as it deals with the following areas: (a) the 
development of the public high school, (b) the changing role 
of the high school principal, (c) measuring the level of 
principals' job satisfaction, (d) measuring the level of 
principals' authority, (e) the relationship between school 
size and the other variables in this study and (f) problems 
and issues confronting principals. 
The High School 
No understanding of the high school principal can be 
complete without first investigating the phenomenon of the 
American high school. This investigation will include a brief 
discussion of the forces that have propelled this institution 
from an all male finishing school at Harvard University in the 
year 1635 to the dynamic, modern, comprehensive, high school 
of today. 
The high school has its earliest roots in the Latin 
Grammar school prevalent from 1635 until 1750. Schooling at 
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these institutions was patterned after elitist European 
academies with a very narrow curriculum limited to classical 
Latin and Greek. Its main purpose was to prepare males for 
entrance into Harvard University. Attendance was limited to 
the few colonists who could afford the expense (Smith & Cox, 
1976) . 
As society changed so did dissatisfaction with the 
grammar school. Major population centers had developed beyond 
the original colonist experience. The frontier became a 
dominating force in American life. Finally, a new merchant 
class was emerging that did not share the theocratic view of 
the early colonists. American society had moved beyond 
classical Latin and Greek. A new type of school, the academy, 
was thought to be needed for the new country. The academy 
movement lasted from 1750 until around 1850. The curriculum 
of the academies was somewhat more diverse than the grammar 
schools but still very limited. Math, science, literature, 
history, and some occupational courses such as surveying or 
accounting were usually offered. These academies were often 
sponsored by churches or other private organizations. 
Enrollment was small as the tuition was very high and interest 
very low. Academies, often referred to as seminaries, were 
not thought to be suited to the practical needs of the people 
(Smith & Cox, 1976). 
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The first American high school, the Boston English 
Classical School, was founded in 1821. It attempted to offer 
a more practical type of curriculum while still retaining some 
of the more academic subjects. In 1824, the school's name was 
changed to the English High School. The birth of this high 
school was the result of parents' dissatisfaction with sending 
their sons and daughters away to private academies and the 
perception that public grammar schools were lacking in quality 
(Spring, 1986) . 
The development of high schools was significantly 
increased with the U. S. Supreme Court's 1874 Kalamazoo case. 
In this case, the court had to decide if the Michigan state 
constitutional mandate for free public education included high 
schools. Before this time, it was generally interpreted that 
tax money could only be used to support grammar schools. The 
court decided it was legal to use tax money to support free 
high schools, and other states soon followed in establishing 
high schools (Krug, 1966). 
In 1892, the National Education Association formed the 
"Committee of Ten" on Secondary School Studies. This 
committee was formed to coordinate college entrance 
requirements with the high school curriculum. It had two 
significant impacts on high schools of today. First, it was 
decided that there should not be two separate curricula, one 
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for college bound or one for non-college bound. The 
separation was thought to lead to a "class-related" education. 
The rich would automatically advance to college while the poor 
would be limited to a minimal type of education. The second 
major impact was that this committee report marked the end of 
the "common education" given to all students. The 
organization of secondary schools provided a design for a 
person's education geared to the eventual place that person 
would take in society (Spring, 1986). The high school soon 
became an agent of social change: 
The high school provided the meritocratic opportunities 
to its working-class students that counteracted the 
determinants of inherited social position and external 
social structure, and enabled them to prolong schooling 
and to enter white-collar jobs more frequently than their 
grammar-schooled counterparts (Ueda, 1987, p. 221). 
Economic considerations have also influenced the 
development of the high school. "The origins of the American 
high school were lodged in two great ramifications of the 
industrial revolution: the process of urban growth and the 
ethos to direct it through public education" (Ueda, 1987, p. 
220). The doctrine of social efficiency, which predominated 
the development of the high school emanated from economic 
considerations. Proponents of this school of thought looked 
on students as human capital. It was the school's function to 
turn out students who were educated for a specific task in 
society and who would cooperate in fulfilling that role. This 
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theory had three implications for the high school: (a) 
curriculum should be organized around the needs of the 
students, (b) cooperation as a requirement for social activity-
should be taught through school activities, and (c) the 
curriculum should be based on the student's eventual place in 
society (Spring, 1986). The work related purpose of secondary 
education was summed up by one author as follows: 
not to promote academic training, but to enable the 
pupils by means of free, fair and genial social 
intercourse, under the leadership of friendly and large 
spirited men and women to obtain practice in real life, 
to become socially and serviceably efficient (Krug, 1964, 
pp. 274-275). 
Twentieth-century liberalism, as a movement, affected the 
growth of the high school. As industrial development 
continued, a new view of the economy emerged due to the 
development of urban areas, unions, and corporations. This 
new economic view rejected ideas of economic individualism and 
self interest and promoted the idea of cooperation. 
Cooperation was the ideal that would make large organizations 
work. 
Educators, accepting this theory, brought forth two 
important concepts for secondary education; (a) specialization 
was needed for the individual to make large organizations work 
efficiently and (b) acceptance of the government's role was 
required to make the economic system fair. To summarize: 
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Cooperation, specialization, and equality of opportunity 
were the key concepts around which the modern high school 
was organized. Of course, these doctrines of social 
efficiency ran counter to the traditional academic thrust 
of the high school. The battle between the older 
academic concepts of the high school and the new 
doctrines of social efficiency was waged in the popular 
presses in the early part of the twentieth century 
(Spring, 1986, p. 200). 
The structure of modern comprehensive high schools 
evolved from discussions in conjunction with a report issued 
in 1918 by the Commission on the Reorganization of Secondary 
Education which was sponsored by the National Education 
Association. The report was entitled. Cardinal Principles of 
Secondary Education. These principles included: health, 
command of fundamental processes, worthy home membership, 
vocational preparation, civic education, worthy use of 
leisure, and ethical character. Preparation for life was the 
new thrust for high schools (Dumas & Becker, 1968). 
The significance of this report was that it called for 
broad general areas of study, as shown below: 
Strongly utilitarian, the seven cardinal principles, in 
effect mandated the schools to influence the entire gamut 
of a child's personal development and social 
relationships. As a departure from the Report of the 
Committee of Ten, the commission's report served as a 
licence for high schools to expand their curriculums in 
many new realms (Smith & Cox, p. 7). 
These areas of study better suited the differing needs of 
differing types of students. Some of the areas included were: 
agriculture, industrial arts, fine arts, home economics, etc. 
These four areas became the curriculum prototype in the 
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majority of high schools for the next fifty years (Spring, 
1972). 
Significant issues were discussed in relation to the 
cardinal principles in 1918 by the Commission on the 
Reorganization of Secondary Education that impact high schools 
today. One issue was whether or not to establish separate 
schools for each general course of study. This would mean 
there would be a fine arts school, an agricultural school, 
etc. The commission rejected this idea in favor of a 
comprehensive school where all students would attend the same 
school but could pursue different courses of study. The 
commission justified this new comprehensive high school with 
the argument that democracy implied two components: 
specialization and unification. Specialization in the 
curriculum was needed so that each student could be fitted 
into the society in a way that the student and the society 
benefited the most. Unification was the concept of developing 
a commonalty through socialization. The cardinal principles 
formally assigned this important task to the high school. The 
problem with the theory of unification or social cohesion was 
how to attain unification when students themselves were 
different and each student could pursue a different course of 
study. The solution was to achieve unification through 
student participation in common activities. Thus the 
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activities program was born and included: speech, debate, 
drama, clubs, assemblies, student government, and athletics. 
In the 1920s extracurricular activities became an educational 
movement. Teachers, textbooks, courses, and money were 
diverted towards organizing and implementing an 
extracurricular activities program (Spring, 1972). 
What came to be called the progressive movement had an 
effect on the high school mainly between World War I and World 
War II. Because of the progressive movement schools are more 
liberal, democratic, humane, and bureaucratic. The 
progressive movement died when society rejected its "life 
adjustment education" as too conformist. Rampant 
individualism and non-conformity had replaced the common cause 
mentality brought about by World War II. Educational critics 
of the time lamented that schools were not concentrating on 
teaching high school students to think as that was the reason 
for having high schools in the first place (Cremin, 1961). 
The 1960s brought about attempts to make high schools 
more equitable for all students. Significant legislation was 
passed to insure equal opportunity for racial and ethnic 
minorities, women, and children with special needs. High 
schools expanded special education and remedial areas of the 
curriculum. Participation by women in traditional male 
sports, extracurricular activities, and vocational programs of 
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the high school were expanded. In an attempt to meet the 
needs of all students, schools developed more electives and an 
"experience-based" curriculum that would be relevant to all 
high school students. Practical and interesting classes were 
designed in an attempt to keep all students in school. In an 
effort to make a college education a reality for all students, 
colleges started to lower their entrance requirements. High 
schools correspondingly lowered their graduation requirements 
(Ekstrom, Goertz, and Rock, 1988). 
Falling test scores and the business community's concern 
with the poor preparation of American students compared to 
foreign students brought about the reform movement of the 
1980s. In the early part of the decade, emphasis was on 
achieving excellence in education. Over a dozen reports were 
issued with the common theme that the American school system 
was in trouble and something should be done to fix the system. 
In the latter part of the decade, the reform movement 
concentrated on equity issues. Student drop-out rates and the 
disparity between minority and majority students were topics 
of concern (Ekstrom, Goertz, & Rock, 1988), 
To summarize, the high school, aimed at serving a 
majority of the American youth, was a twentieth-century 
occurrence. Important events in the nineteenth century 
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contributed to its development. Spring summarized two 
centuries of development in a unique manner. 
During the nineteenth century, only a small percentage of 
youth attended high schools offering a primarily 
classical academic program. The increasing importance of 
the human-capital argument in the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries, the social problem of youth, 
and the general demand by the public for more education 
led to an increase in the numbers of youth attending high 
school and to fundamental changes in its curriculum and 
goals. The major argument used in shaping and expanding 
the role of the high school in modern society was that it 
was necessary to improve the quality of the American work 
force through proper education and guidance in the labor 
market...The nineteenth-century high school was primarily 
academic, whereas the twentieth-century high school 
offered academic, general, and vocational studies. These 
changes in curriculum reflected the more general attempt 
to have the schools serve the needs of the economic 
system (Spring, 1986, p. 194). 
The purpose of this short history of the high school and 
the forces that have shaped it was to illustrate certain 
reoccurring tensions currently existing within the high 
school. There is tension in high schools today because of 
the difficulty in trying to balance the values of equity, 
excellence and choice: 
In conservative times - in the 1890s, the 1950s, and the 
1980s, for example - the keynotes of 'reform' have 
typically been a focus on the talented, calls for greater 
emphasis on the basics and greater stress on academics in 
general, and concern about incoherence in curriculum and 
lack of discipline. By contrast, in more liberal eras 
the progressive decades, the 1930s, the 1950s, or the 
early 1970s - attention shifted to the 'disadvantaged' 
and to broadening the function of schooling (James & 
Tyack, pp. 400-6). 
30 
Another current source of tension is our pluralistic 
society. One purpose of the high school is to transmit 
important values of the society to the young. Schools are 
expected to accomplish this in a systematic fashion, but 
consensus on a core set of values to transmit is often 
difficult. "Unnumbered groups have different and conflicting 
political, economic, religious, racial, age, philosophical, 
sectional, ethic, sexual, and occupational loyalties" (Smith & 
Cox, 1976 p. 13). Another source of tension is our concept of 
freedom. On one hand we value individualism, defined as doing 
and thinking whatever the individual wants to attain self-
fulfillment. On the other hand we want a common creed or a 
singular set of core values we all can believe. These are 
opposites and thus a source of tension because one person's 
pursuit of individualism may violate one or more of our core 
values (Smith & Cox, 1976). 
Tension between the academic and utilitarian aspects of 
the high school has been a reoccurring source of tension 
throughout the history of the high school. The question will 
always be a matter of balance and emphasis. Should the 
emphasis be placed on the academic nature of learning in high 
school or should the high school emphasize learning as being 
practical and useful ( Smith & Cox, 1976)? 
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Thus, it is in this complex and ever dynamic organization 
that we find high school principals fulfilling their role. 
Changing Role of the High School Principal 
The literature seems to indicate that the high school 
principalship has gone through four stages of development. 
Each stage seems to be tied to the history of the high school 
in America. Following is a discussion of each stage. 
The first stage in the development of the high school 
principalship was the principal as the "principal teacher" 
lasting from about 1749 to 1850. The main function of the 
principal during this period was teaching and not 
administration. The larger and more urban the school, the 
more the principal's function was administrative. The 
principal was a full time teacher who took care of routine 
clerical duties in his or her spare time. These duties 
included: 
(1) to function as the head of the school charged to his 
care, (2) to regulate the classes and course of 
instruction of all the pupils, whether they occupied his 
room or the rooms of other teachers, (3) to discover any 
defects in the school and apply remedies, (4) to make 
defects known to the visitor or trustee of war, or 
district, if he were unable to remedy conditions, (5) to 
give necessary instruction to his assistants, (6) to 
classify pupils, (7) to safeguard school houses and 
furniture, (8) to keep the school clean, (9) to instruct 
assistants, (10) to refrain from impairing the standing 
of assistants, especially in the eyes of their pupils. 
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and (11) to require the co-operation of his assistants 
(Pierce, 1935, p. 12). 
The role of principal, since it was not a developed role in 
and of itself, could be handled by any competent teacher. It 
was thought that the more competent the teacher, the more 
competent that individual would perform the principal 
teacher's role. As schools became larger and more complex, 
certain functions were delegated to the principal. 
Supervision in early schools was done by groups of learned men 
who traveled from school to school quizzing pupils. As 
schools grew, this function was delegated to a principal 
teacher. This is the beginning of the concept of the 
principal as supervisor. Another effect of larger schools was 
that the principal served as a liaison between teachers and 
the central office. Eventually this would lead to friction as 
the principal identified with both groups. The principal also 
acquired the duty of organizing the school into grades 
(Pierce, 1935) . 
Problems developed with the view of the principal as both 
teacher and administrator. Principal teachers were often 
referred to as the "professor" of the high school because of 
their outstanding ability to teach. As administrative duties 
increased, principal teachers were released from classroom 
duties further separating them from their initial source of 
authority. Another problematic area with this conception of 
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the principalship was that it was difficult for principal 
teachers to be a teaching colleague and also the supervisor of 
their colleagues (Brubaker & Simon, 1986). 
The next stage in the development of the high school 
principalship was between 1850 and 1920. During this time 
frame the principal was viewed as the general manager. During 
this era the principal's focus of attention was on the school 
in general instead of the classroom. Increasing enrollments 
and teachers who were hardly qualified demanded more and more 
administrative time of principals. By 1900, many city schools 
had principals with no classroom duties. The emphasis of the 
general manager principal was not as much technical as it was 
a general concern for the entire school. Public relations was 
a priority for principals of this era. Setting a moral tone 
for the students and making sure the students were there each 
day were additional duties assigned to the principal. 
Principals were supposed to be a model for the teachers under 
their supervision. Principals spent the most time with 
teachers needing the most help and little, if any, time with 
those teachers who were thought to be well qualified. During 
this time period the principal assumed authority to give 
orders to teachers and also to hire and fire teachers. This 
authority, however, depended on the principal's relationship 
with the superintendent. This authority was eroded somewhat 
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when schools expanded to the point that central office 
personnel were hired to take care of the more specialized 
duties of the principal and the principal was freed from 
clerical duties to spend more time supervising teachers 
(Pierce, 1935) . 
Critics of this era reacted to the general nature of 
administration and thought that a much more scientific 
approach was needed for administration. The principal was 
looked on as a manager and not an agent of change. Principals 
were thought to be laissez faire when it came to their role 
(Pierce, 1935). 
In short, the principal as general manager was considered 
to be a reactor rather than an actor, an administrator 
who used tenure to live out his career, and a non-student 
of administration (Brubaker & Simon, 1986, p. 10). 
The new conceptualization of the principalship as a 
professional and scientific manager lasted from 1920 until 
1970. This conception was aided by numerous forces. 
Formation of a national principals' organization which joined 
the National Education Association enhanced professionalism of 
the principalship. Numerous scientific studies were conducted 
to see how principals spent their time. The general consensus 
of these studies was that principals should be spending most 
of their time on supervision. There was a great deal of 
emphasis placed on the more scientific aspects of teaching, 
i.e. use of lesson plans. The principal was viewed as a 
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professional and this was to be evident in his dealings with 
the staff. The emphasis was on the principals' use of the 
scientific method, researching all facts and then arriving at 
a solution. Intelligence tests were used extensively in the 
scientific management of the schools as well (Pierce, 1935). 
It was also during this time period that business 
ideology began to be used extensively in school 
administration. Some prevailing management theories, Fayol 
(1949) as an example, centered around command, coordination, 
and control. Control was one of the more important cardinal 
virtues of the principalship at this time. Another cardinal 
virtue of the period was efficiency. Good principals 
accomplished much with their limited resources and were 
accountable to tax payers for wise use of these resources. 
Principals left their offices and went out into the work area 
for more efficient use of their time. This type of 
administration lasted well in to the 1960s. Business manuals 
were often used for guidance in the managing of the school 
(Callahan, 1962). 
Problems with this view of the principalship led to a new 
conceptualization of the principalship. The scientific 
approach to the principalship eventually turned to a technical 
emphasis. It was thought that every solution to every problem 
was a simple matter of finding the right management technique. 
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This technical view of the principalship overlooked human and 
value dimensions of the work place. The technical conception 
of the principalship located the thinking and the authority of 
principals beyond the principals themselves. If the right 
expert could be found, any problem could be solved. This idea 
also infected the line of authority in the educational system. 
The head office, because they were more expert, made decisions 
without consulting the principals. Principals, because they 
were more expert, then made decisions without consulting 
teachers. Thus, the schools' greatest resource, human 
potential, went unused (Brubaker & Simon, 1986). 
Our current picture of the principalship as manager, and 
instructional leader, dates from 1970 to the present. There is 
some evidence however, that the manager component of the 
principalship remains the primary determinant in defining the 
principalship for many principals (Page & Page, 1984). Under 
the current view, the principal must be good at the 
bureaucratic aspects of managing a school but also be a person 
who can lead the ongoing development of the academic thrust of 
the school. It is taken for granted that there will be 
tension between these two dimensions of the principalship but 
this tension could serve as a catalyst for school improvement 
(Brubaker & Simon, 1986). This concept can be summarized; 
The principal's rung in the school systems' bureaucratic 
hierarchy makes clear that she is the person in the 
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middle. A major value the principal as bureaucrat must 
accept to survive focuses on a particular view of 
authority. Those with less positional authority are 
expected to comply with the "commands" given by those 
with more positional authority. However, according to 
this view of the principalship, the principal doesn't 
always have to be in the bureaucratic decision-making 
mode. Professional judgements are to be to valued in the 
area of instruction. Those closest to students, teachers 
and the principal, should make instructional decisions, 
with central office supervisors, professors, and state 
department representatives serving as consultants at the 
direction of local educators. The humanistic promise of 
releasing human potential is a key element of the 
principals' professional leadership in the instructional 
area. Authenticity, warmth, caring, self-awareness, 
effective communication and respect for each person's 
potential are powerful forces when coupled with 
professional expertise (Brubaker & Simon, 1986, p. 15). 
Role expectations during this period did not basically 
change, but the level of importance given to each expectation 
of the principalship changed (Earner, 1988). During the 
1960s, the primary areas of the principalship appearing in 
professional journals were evaluation, collective bargaining, 
instructional improvement and leadership. During the 1970s, 
two major areas of concern were public relations and the 
"change agent" role of the principal. During the 1980s, major 
areas of emphasis were leadership, instructional improvement, 
motivation, morale, and evaluation (Spies, 1988). Patricia 
Crawford, in her 1984 study identified these changes in the 
role of the principal; 
1. Increasing involvement in directing curriculum 
2. Decreasing involvement with students 
3. Coping with declining enrollment and staff reduction 
4. Increasing involvement with public relations 
5. Role as a general manager increasing 
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6. Increasing involvement in political process (Crawford, 
1984) 
The conception of the principal as both 
manager and instructional leader is not perfect as it has 
certain areas of friction. One area of difficulty emerges in 
assigning of the principals' tasks to either the manager or 
instructional leader components of the principalship. The 
distinction is not always clear. Another area of difficulty 
is with the idea of the principal as an instructional leader 
tied to the concept of the school in general. In the past, 
instructional leadership was always associated with classroom 
performance. Finally, there is much personal and professional 
turmoil balancing the manager and leader aspects of the 
principalship (Brubaker & Simon, 1986). 
Most conceptions of the high school principalship follow 
manager/instructional leader descriptors. A new movement, 
professional self-governance, may redefine the role of the 
principal. Currently, the principalship has its identity in a 
top-down authority system. Professional self-governance would 
change that scheme and might lead to a new definition of the 
role (Derrington, 1989). Another conception of the 
principalship is the principal as a curriculum leader. This 
view of the principalship rests on the idea that the 
principal's conception of the curriculum will affect his/her 
own actions and the actions of the entire school (Brubaker & 
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Simon, 1986). Another descriptor applied to the role of the 
principal is that of chief executive officer. Proponents of 
this view of the principalship see the principal as the 
ultimate "quality control" officer (Ingram, 1979). 
The dynamic involved in the changing role of the 
principal was best explained by Brubaker & Simon (1986) . 
Their theory was that a conceptualization of the principalship 
is built with ideas, values, and certain assumptions that form 
a cohesive pattern of thinking about the principalship. This 
view of the principalship lasts until the inherent 
irregularities and anomalies of the view are so great that a 
new conception of the principalship is brought forward. 
Because time and ideas are not static processes, this is a 
reoccurring event. "Specifically, if one feels the principal 
can make a significant difference in the school setting, 
vitality flows from this belief" (Brubaker & Simon, 1986 p. 
4) . 
Issues and Challenges 
A quotation taken from the 1978 National Association of 
Secondary School Principals' survey of high school principals 
sums up the changing environment of the high school 
principalship. "The principalship of today is not the 
principalship of 1965, nor will it be the principalship of 
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1985" (Byrne, Hines, & McCleary, 1978, p. xi). Just as 
society, the high school, and the role of the high school 
principal changes, so do the issues and challenges that face 
the principal. The National Association of Secondary School 
Principals has been instrumental in cataloging the changing 
nature of the high school principalship with three national 
surveys conducted in 1965, 1977, and 1987. The purpose of 
this section will be to make use of these surveys to identify 
the progression of issues as they become the current issues 
and challenges facing high school principals today. 
In the 1977 NASSP survey, principals were asked to 
respond to a list of potential "roadblocks" or obstacles to 
fulfilling their role as principals. Following is a list of 
the top ten obstacles and the percentage of principals who 
indicated these items were indeed obstacles: 
1. time taken up by administrative detail, 90% 
2. lack of time, 86% 
3. variation in the ability of teachers, 84% 
4. inability to obtain funds, 79% 
5. apathetic or irresponsible parents, 79% 
6. problem students, 76% 
7. insufficient space and physical facilities, 66% 
8. inability to provide teacher time, 59% 
9. tendency of older teachers to frown on new methods, 
56% 
10. defective communications, 54% 
Interestingly enough, the top three obstacles of the 1978 
survey were also the top three obstacles in the 1965 NASSP 
survey, although the order was different. Variations in the 
ability of teachers was the top obstacle in the 1965 survey 
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followed by time taken up by administrative detail and lack of 
time (Byrne et al., 1978). 
Similarly, another question on the 1978 survey dealt with 
the constraints placed on principals by the various "publics" 
that make up the high school. Principals could respond to 
these constraints with these options; (a) not a constraint, 
(b) minor constraint, or (c) major constraint. Following is a 
list of the top ten constraints as indicated by the principals 
with the percentage of principals who indicated that the item 
was either a minor or major constraint: 
1. lack of student motivation, 90% 
2. lack of parent interest, 79% 
3. student absenteeism, 75% 
4. teacher unprofessionalism, 74% 
5. discipline problems, 74% 
6. parental demands, 71% 
7. central office policy restrictions, 63% 
8. federal regulations governing student rights, 62% 
9. Federal regulations governing Title IX, 60% 
10. teacher contract specifications, 59% (Byrne et al., 
1978) 
Similar findings were found in another survey in 1977 by 
the National Institute of Education and the NASSP .(Abramowitz 
& Tenenbaum, 1978). One item of the survey asked principals 
to respond to a list of potential problems at their schools 
using these options: (a) very serious, (b) serious, (c) minor, 
and (d) not at all. Following is a list of the top ten 
problems identified by the principals and the percentage of 
principals who identified the problem as serious or very 
serious: 
1. Too much paperwork in complying with Federal 
requirements, 42% 
2. student apathy, 41% 
3. parents' lack of involvement in school matters, 40% 
4. too much paperwork in complying with State 
requirements, 36% 
5. parents' lack of interest in students' progress, 36% 
6. student absenteeism for the entire day, 35% 
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7. students cutting classes, 30% 
8. school to small, 26% 
9. too much paperwork in complying with district 
requirements 20% 
10. too few guidance counselors, 20% . 
Similarities and differences were noted with the 1987 
NASSP survey (Pellicer et al., 1988) of principals. 
Concerning the "roadblocks" or obstacles to the principalship, 
following is a list of the top ten obstacles as reported by 
the principals with the percentage of principals indicating 
the item as an obstacle: 
1. time taken up by administrative detail, 83% 
2. lack of time, 79% 
3. inability to obtain funds, 76% 
4. apathetic or irresponsible parents, 70% 
5. new state guidelines and requirements, 69% 
6. time to administer/supervise student activities, 68% 
7. variations in the ability of teachers 
8. inability to provide teacher time for professional 
development, 62% 
9. Insufficient space and physical facilities, 61% 
10. resistance to change by staff, 57% 
The survey interpreted these numbers as follows. 
The most frequently cited roadblocks are the amount of 
time spent on administrative detail, a general lack of 
time to do the job, an inability to secure necessary 
funds, apathetic or irresponsible parents, new state 
guidelines and requirements, and a lack of time to 
administer and supervise student activities. Several 
problems cited in previous surveys appear less 
troublesome today, including variations in the ability of 
teachers, insufficient space and physical facilities, and 
problem students. In combination, the drop in importance 
of these conditions suggests improved working conditions 
for principals during the past 20 years ( Pellicer et 
al., 1988, p. 68). 
Principals were also asked on the survey (Pellicer et 
al., 1988) to respond to a list of 27 conditions that might 
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affect their schools in the future. Principals indicated 
whether or not the condition would be (a) strong influence, 
(b) some influence, or (c) no influence. Following is a list 
of the top ten conditions that principals reported would 
affect their schools and the percentage of principals who 
reported each item as being a strong influence or some 
influence : 
1. personalized/effective education movement, 88% 
2. child abuse (physical, sexual), 88% 
3. community participation, 86% 
4. community-based learning, 85% 
5. teen sexual activity, 85% 
6. alcohol abuse, 83% 
7. youth unemployment, 82% 
8. teacher incentives, 82% 
9. teen emotion/psychological problems, 81% 
10. student attendance problems, 80% 
11. new technologies, 80% 
12. drug use, 80%. 
Job security of principals has always been a challenge if 
not an issue. The 1977 NASSP survey (Byrne et al., 1978) 
indicates that the job security of principals increased from 
1965 to 1977. Principals reported their feelings of job 
security on these two surveys using a scale of one to five 
with one representing little job security, three representing 
a moderate amount of job security, and five representing a 
considerable amount of job security. On the 1965 survey, 73% 
of the principals reported their job security to be in the 
moderate to considerable categories. On the 1977 survey, 83% 
of the principals reported their job security to be in the 
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moderate to considerable categories. This trend of improving 
job security continued on the 1987 NASSP survey (Pellicer et 
al., 1988). Job security was reported to be in the moderate 
to considerable categories by 90% of the principals. 
It has been noted earlier in this paper that the 
principal makes the high school work. Because of this fact, 
the issues and challenges that will affect principals emanate 
from the principals own beliefs or view of education and its 
purposes. All behavior, consciously or unconsciously, is 
guided by these philosophical beliefs (Pellicer & Stevenson, 
1985). Following is a list of the top 11 beliefs reported by 
principals in the 1988 NASSP survey (Pellicer et al., 1988, p. 
35) and a comparison with the ranking of these 11 items on the 
1977 and 1965 surveys. 
Beliefs of Principals 1987 1977 1965 
Acquisition of basic skills 111 
(Reading, writing, computation) 
Development of positive self-concept 2 2 7 
(and good human relations) 
Development of skills and practice of 3 3 4 
critical intellectual inquiry and 
problem solving 
Preparation for a changing world 4 8 5 
Development of moral and spiritual 5 4 2 
values 
Career planning and training in 6 5-
specific entry level occupational 
skills 
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Understanding of the American value 7 7 
system (political, economic, social) 
Development of skills to operate a 8 10 
technological society (engineering, 
scientific) 
Knowledge about and skills in 9 6 
preparation for family life 
Physical fitness and useful leisure 10 9 
time sports 
Appreciation for and experience with 11 11 
the fine arts 
Beyond the NASSP surveys, some trends in education 
brought about challenges for high school principals. Theodore 
Sizer (1983) noted seven trends resulting from the reform 
movement : 
1. a stress on the intellectual domain of learning to the 
possible neglect of the affective domain 
2. schools' unclear approach to the relationship between 
education, work, and the economy 
3. more emphasis on student discipline 
4. more state involvement with local school board policy 
5. accountability 
6. cost effectiveness 
7. parental choice from an offering of different types of 
schools. 
In addition to these trends, one study concluded that 
principals' years of experience also had an effect on how 
principals perceive challenges to the principalship 
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(Spradling, 1988). New principals were more troubled by 
supervision of student activities, community pressure groups, 
teacher turnover, and ineffective office help. New 
principals, however, were less troubled than more experienced 
principals when it came to the issue of collective bargaining. 
Ernest Boyer notes in the preface of the 1987 NASSP 
study: 
Today's principals feel the need for more drug and 
alcohol education programs. They are acutely aware of 
the social difficulties young people bring with them to 
school. They understand the need for a culturally 
diverse citizenship education program. Their commitment 
to educate all students is more intense than ever (cited 
in Pellicer et al., 1988, p. vii). 
Each one of the factors that Boyer mentioned above presents a 
challenge to principals today in their individual schools. 
Boyer goes on to say that he sees three challenges to the 
principalship; a) most principals seem to be white, (b) most 
principals seem to be male, and (c) the gap between the school 
and the home is widening. The first two are challenging 
because he feels schools should reflect the cultural diversity 
of our society. The third issue is challenging because it 
infringes on a partnership that is necessary for the education 
of children (Pellicer et al., 1988). 
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Level of Decision Making Authority 
"It takes a unique person to help give a school, first, 
an image of what it can be and, second, to provide the drive, 
support, and skills to make that image an approximate reality" 
(Blumberg & Greenfield, 1980, p. viii). Moreover, authority 
is a component or tool of the leadership dimension of the 
principalship (Herman & Stephens, 1989). 
One possible definition of leadership is: 
behavior of an individual that initiates a new structure 
in interaction within a social system by changing the 
goals, objectives, configurations, procedures, inputs, 
process, or outputs of the system (Lipham et al., 1985, 
pp. 66-67). 
There are many different approaches to leadership. The 
psychological approach to leadership assumes that individuals 
possess certain traits that make them rise above all others to 
become a leader, but this theory has been rejected. The 
sociological approach assumes there is something unique in 
each situation that produces leaders. This approach, because 
of the impossibility of studying leadership in terms of 
situational factors, also has been rejected (Lipham, Rankin, & 
Hoeh, 1985) 
Most leadership theories today are based on either the 
behavioral or contingency approach to leadership. The 
behavioral approach considers the personal and situational 
aspects of leadership behavior. Proponents of this view of 
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leadership speak in terms of the dimensions of leadership. A 
"two dimension" approach to leadership stressed the initiating 
of structure and consideration behaviors of leaders (Halping & 
Winer, 1957). Initiating structure refers to the 
formalization and institutionalization of well defined 
relationships within an organization. Consideration are those 
types of behaviors that faster mutual relationships between 
workers and leaders. The literature indicates that effective 
principals are skilled in both these dimensions of leadership 
(Lipham et al., 1985). 
Guba and Getzels (1957) advanced a three dimensional view 
of leadership. The normative dimension of leadership behavior 
stressed the needs of the institution over individual needs. 
The personal dimension of leadership stressed the needs of the 
individual rather than the needs of the institution. The 
transactional leader behavior recognizes that the needs of the 
institution and the individual must be fulfilled. The 
transactional leader makes use of both the normative and the 
personal dimensions of leadership depending on what needs to 
be accomplished (Lipham et al., 1985). 
Lipham and Rankin (1982) devised a four dimension theory 
of leadership behavior. Their structural leadership dimension 
stressed control over the organizational variables, which 
included goals, philosophy, monitoring, etc. The facilitative 
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leadership dimension stressed behaviors that enable workers to 
accomplish their work more easily and efficiently. The 
supportive leadership dimension stressed those psychological 
and relationship skills that enhance worker morale. The 
participative leadership dimension worked at getting all 
members actively involved in the direction of the 
organization. 
Research has indicated that principals must make use of 
all four of these dimensions of leadership. The principal 
that confines him or herself to only one dimension has 
rendered him/herself ineffective (Lipham et al., 1985). 
The final approach to the study of leadership is the 
contingency approach. The theory is that effective leadership 
entails matching the right leadership traits of the leader 
with differing types of situations (Lipham et al., 1985). 
There are two representative theories to indicate how the 
match is to be made. Path-Goal Relations (House & Mitchell, 
1974) stressed the idea that effective leadership helps 
workers in envisioning their goals and helping the workers to 
attain those goals. The three variables in this theory that 
must be mixed and matched are; the degree to which the task is 
structured, the personal characteristics of the workers, and 
the working environment. Fiedler (1974) proposed the theory 
of leader-group relations. Effective leadership matches the 
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characteristics of the leader with the characteristics of the 
group. Characteristics in this theory that must be matched 
include the relationship between the workers and the leader, 
the structure of the task, and the "positional" power of the 
leader. 
There are different stages of leadership. Lipham et al. 
(1985) use Hemphill's (1958, p. 68) taxonomy of leadership; 
1. Attempted leadership: acts that include expression of 
an intention to initiate a new structure for dealing with 
a problematic state of a social system ("Let's try 
this!"). 
2. Accepted leadership: acts that are mutually 
acknowledged as a tentative solution to a problematic 
state of social system ("That sounds like a good idea."). 
3. Implemented Leadership: acts that have initiated a new 
structure in a social system ("We're trying hard!") 
4. Effective leadership: acts that have initiated a new 
structure and have met the expectations for resolving a 
problematic state of a social system (It's working 
great!"). 
There is not total agreement on the concept of the 
principal as leader. Conrath (1987, p. 126) notes: 
The first mistake is to view the principal's job as a 
position of leadership - there is in fact no such thing. 
Leadership is personal, behavioral, and a set of learned 
and practiced skills. Authority is positional and 
structural. 
The principal's decision-making authority is an all-
encompassing concept. The principal's authority must cover 
all aspects of the school system. In most schools, there 
exist two organizational elements: the formal organization and 
the informal organization. The principal's task is to control 
51 
both while making both elements mutually supportive (Lipham et 
al., 1985). Principals, to be effective educational leaders, 
must have authority over their staff, resources, and time 
(Herman & Stephens, 1989) . Increased principal authority is 
also essential for the successful implementation of new 
programs and conflict resolution (Walter, 1981; Thomason, 
1988) . Educational administrators in general are success 
orientated and seem to have a high need for power (Wiggins, 
1988). 
Leadership can also be defined as the use of authority 
and power. (Mitchell & Spady, 1983). Authority in leadership 
can be defined as voluntarily or involuntarily moving 
subordinates to fulfill role and goal expectations. This is 
accomplished through relationships between the leader and 
followers that are both authentic and substantive. The power 
dimension of leadership involves evoking a certain type of 
behavior from subordinates, either voluntarily or 
involuntarily. This dimension is derived from a manipulation 
of resources to control behavior (Reed, 1988). 
Spady & Mitchell (1977) identified four types of 
authority. Each type of authority had a different effect on 
the leaders subordinates as seen in the following: (a) 
traditional authority - worthiness, (b) charismatic authority 
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- intimacy, (c) legal authority - security, and (d) expert 
authority - adequacy. 
Spady & Mitchell (19 77) also identified four types of 
power. Each type of power could have a positive or negative 
effect on the leader's subordinates as seen in the following: 
(a) Moral power - shame or honor, (b) psychological power -
rejection or acceptance, (c) contractual power - coercion or 
autonomy, and (d) technical power - manipulation or potency. 
Authority is also discussed in terms of influence and 
power. Gunn and Holdaway (1986, p. 48) define influence or 
power as; 
the ability of an individual to affect the thoughts, 
emotions, and/or actions of one or more persons, based on 
personal resources as well as the authority of one's 
office. 
Bossert et al. (1982) visualized the principal's influence as 
emanating from the principal's power and authority. 
Principals' power is derived from their ability to manipulate 
physical, material, and symbolic resources. The amount of 
power a principal has is dependent on the amount of these 
resources the principal controls and the dependence of 
subordinates on these resources. Authority is viewed as the 
power that accompanies the position of principal. Simply 
because a person occupies the position of principal they are 
viewed as the leader of the organization. Subordinates, who 
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are members of the organization, are expected to comply with 
the requests of the principal who is the legitimate leader. 
Etzioni (1961) identified three types of power: Coercive, 
remunerative, and normative. Coercive power is the ability to 
force another person to action through the use of punishment. 
Remunerative power is the ability to reward another with 
material rewards to bring about action. Normative power is 
the appeal to symbolic rewards i.e. self esteem, 
professionalism to bring about action. 
French and Ravin (1959) identified three other sources of 
power. Legitimate power is the power assigned to principals 
by the organization through which they influence people. 
Referent power is the power that comes with the desire of the 
workers to be identified with the principal and therefore 
motivated by this desire. Expert power is the ability of the 
principal to inspire action because the staff values his 
expertise. The potential for influence is derived from power 
and authority. 
Due to the way schools are configured, the only power the 
principal has is normative power (Lipham et al., 1985). Gunn 
and Holdaway (1986) would add legitimate authority, i.e. the 
authority that comes with the office of principal, to the 
normative dimension. Derose (1985) came to a similar 
conclusion. Meyer (1972) sees principals' power as a result 
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of a series of negotiations between the leader and the 
subordinates. Crowson and Portrer-Gehrie (1980) concluded 
that principals have discovered how to exercise a type of 
informal authority that surpasses the authority given to them 
by their position. 
In 1984 High and Achilles made a study of the use of 
power and effective schools. They used these types of power 
as variables: (a) referent, (b) expert, (c) rewarder, (d) 
coercer, (e) legitimate authority, (f) involver, and (g) norm 
setter. Effective principals were defined as principals from 
schools that showed high academic gain. Effective principals 
indicated they used referent power, influence, and legitimate 
authority the most and involver and coercer behaviors the 
least. Non-effective principals indicated they made use of 
norm setting and legitimate authority the most and referent 
and coercer behaviors the least. 
The exercise of authority is not without problems as 
reflected in the comments of the following authors: 
Much of the literature on leadership centers on power or 
control. Without control little progress is made but 
hierarchial control can evolve into rigid 
authoritarianism and decentralized diffused control can 
degenerate into chaos (Roe & Drake, 1974, p. 98) 
We discover that the principal is usually a man who is 
delegated all responsibility, but no power to fulfill it 
(Briner & Sroufe, 1971, p. 80). 
In so many ways the principal is the person in the middle 
- having responsibility as leader and administrator of an 
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institution operating in a society whose values are 
changing constantly, whose constituents represent 
extremes of conservatism and radicalism, and which is 
faced with rapid advancement in knowledge that often 
explodes old ideas and principles. The principal soon 
discovers that nothing is really constant and the search 
for firm ground upon which to stand in order to make 
decisions is difficult (Roe & Drake, 1974, p. 109) . 
As a consequence of being in the middle of so many conflicting 
ideas and constituent groups, many principals feel powerless 
(Wolfgang, 1984). The emphasis on accountability usually 
centers on building behavior. This emphasis, with its 
hierarchial nature, usually restricts the principal's 
authority (Daum, 1988). Another problem with the exercise of 
authority in the school is that schools are not typical 
monocratic organizations where each person has only one 
supervisor. Because of the people involved, many times 
schools can be duocratic or multicratic (Lipham et al., 1985). 
Finally, many principals, because of their training, can do 
nothing more than support the status quo rather than exert 
leadership (Roe & Drake, 1974). Personal initiative in 
seeking a reasonable amount of authority can affect the amount 
of authority given to the principal (Ingram, 1979). Lyons 
(1987, p. 197) concludes: 
For the most part, however, the research does tend to 
indicate that principals generally have the authority and 
autonomy to exercise leadership in their schools if they 
choose to do so. 
The NASSP surveys shed light on those areas in which 
principals perceive their authority makes a difference. The 
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1977 survey asked to what degree principals participated in 
selected decision making functions. The options for the 
principals' responses were (a) unrestricted authority or 
participation, (b) authority with restriction or moderate 
participation (c) little authority, and (d) no authority. 
Following are the four decision making areas with the 
percentage of principals who responded that they had 
unrestricted or authority with restriction for each item: 
1. participation in staff selection, 92% 
2. allocation of discretionary funds, 77% 
3. participation in budget allocation, 67% 
4. authority in staffing practices, 66%. 
These responses seem to indicate that the principals of 1977 
had a reasonable amount of authority in these areas (Byrne et 
al., 1978). 
The NASSP survey of 1987 (Sizer et al., 1988) indicates 
that principals have lower authority levels in all areas 
except for the use of discretionary funds. Following is a 
list of the four decision making areas with the percentage of 
principals responding they had unrestricted or moderately 
restricted authority in each area: 
1. allocation of discretionary funds, 87% 
2. staff selection, 67% 
3. budget allocation, 62% 
4. staffing practices, 58% 
A Center for Education Statistics Survey (1988) found 
similar results. Most principals felt they did not have the 
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authority to make decisions without some involvement from the 
school district. Principals in rural and suburban districts 
felt they had more decision-making ability than principals in 
urban districts in the areas of teacher and student 
performance standards. Principals in rural districts felt 
they had the most control over teacher assignments and 
curriculum selection. The opposite was true when it came to 
making decisions about funding within the school. In this 
area the urban principals had the most control. 
Sprading (1989) contended that a principal's years of 
experience impacts perception of the level of his or her 
authority. He concluded that new principals and experienced 
principals in effect had the same amount of authority over 
staff selection and participation in budget decisions, but new 
principals perceived they had less authority in these two 
areas than more experienced principals. 
A prominent issue in the review of the literature on the 
authority dimension of the principalship was "shared 
authority." 
More than any other person in the school, the principal 
must stress goals, initiate structures, and facilitate 
the work of others. Such structural and facilitative 
leadership, however, must be conditioned by situational 
contingencies that recognize that the work of the school 
is accomplished by and with others, hence supportive and 
participative leadership also are essential (Lipham et 
al., 1985, p. 70). 
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Shared decision-making is brought about by these behaviors in 
the principal's relationship with the faculty: 
1. having an articulated vision of the school 
2. giving up some control to empower teachers 
3. supporting teachers in their decision making capacity 
4. involving teachers in real decisions 
5. matching responsibilities to teachers who can handle 
them 
6. being strong enough to share with the teaching staff 
any failures 
7. letting teachers enjoy the benefits of being a success 
8. maintaining high expectations for teacher 
accomplishment 
9. being able to admit that the principal does not know 
all (Earth, 1988) . 
There are educators that are not enthusiastic about 
shared decision making. Sousa (1982) argued that shared 
decision making is not realistic in a society that values a 
great amount of accountability and public involvement in 
schools. 
There are models of shared decision-making already in 
existence. There are some democratically run schools in 
Massachusetts and Alaska. The concept of "servant leadership" 
from Catholic schools would fit the shared authority mode. 
Further, the Friends schools' concept of authority would also 
fit in the conceptual framework of shared authority. The 
Friends believe that each person has an inner light to share 
and thus each member contributes according to their individual 
talents (Earth, 1980). 
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Level of Job Satisfaction 
Job satisfaction is a component of morale and should not 
be confused with morale. High levels of job satisfaction can 
lead to high level morale. A goal approach to morale consists 
of three components; (a) satisfaction, (b) rationality, and 
(c) identification. Satisfaction refers to the concept that 
the individual's wants and needs fit with the organization's 
wants and needs. This is sometimes referred to as a sense of 
belongingness. Rationality describes the situation where the 
individual thinks the institution's goals make sense. 
Identification describes the state of being where the 
individual's and institution's goals become integrated (Lipham 
& Hoeh, 1974). 
There is also a behavioral approach to morale. Morale 
can also be thought of in terms of an interaction between 
these variables; effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction. 
Effectiveness refers to the state where the individual's 
behavior conforms to the expectations of the role. Efficiency 
refers to the situation where the social behavior of the role 
fits the needs of the individual. Satisfaction refers to the 
situation where the organization's expectations of a role 
conforms to the needs of the individual (Lipham et al., 1985) 
Most explanations of job satisfaction deal with the 
integration of individual and organizational goals. Studying 
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principals' level of satisfaction is important because, "The 
role satisfaction of the principal is believed to be of 
critical importance to the function of an efficient and 
effective school organization" (Caldwell, 1981, p. 2). 
Mumford (1972, pp. 4-5) provides a framework for the 
discussion of job satisfaction. He indicates the following 
schools of thought: 
(1) The "psychological needs school" is exemplified by 
Maslow, Herzberg, and Likert who see the development 
of motivation as the central factor in job 
satisfaction and concentrate their attention on 
stimuli which are believed to lead to motivation 
the needs of individuals for achievement, 
recognition, responsibility, and status. 
(2) The "leadership school" is exemplified by Blake, 
Mouton, and Fiedler who direct observations at the 
effect of leadership style upon subordinates; 
(3) The "effort-reward bargain school" is exemplified by 
those Manchester Business School staff members who 
concentrate on the effect of wages and salaries on 
job satisfaction; 
(4) The "management ideology school" is exemplified by 
Crozier and Gouldner who concentrate upon the effect 
of different types of management behavior upon job 
satisfaction; and 
(5) The "work content and job design school" is 
exemplified by those Tavistock Institute staff 
members who feel that the work itself is a prime 
determinant of job satisfaction. 
In reviewing the literature concerning job satisfaction, 
the following theories were most often seen as a framework for 
studying job satisfaction. Maslow (1959) was from the school 
of thought that equated job satisfaction with the fulfillment 
of an individual's needs. In fact, he referred to a hierarchy 
of needs. The higher one progresses up this hierarchy of 
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needs, the more satisfied one becomes. The lowest needs would 
be the physical needs. These needs are followed by this 
ascending order: safety, relationship, esteem, and at the top, 
the need for self-actualization. Satisfaction results from 
the current level of needs being fulfilled but at the same 
time giving way to a higher level of need. 
Job satisfaction can also be analyzed using what is 
called the "expectancy theory." In this theory, the 
individual has a goal that can be obtained by performing a 
specific job related behavior. Satisfaction is the result of 
the behavior being linked to the desired goal. This theory 
can be related the "needs" type theories if the need of the 
individual is the desired goal. Thus, factors that lead to 
job satisfaction or dissatisfaction are role specific 
(Bacharach & Mitchell, 1983; Miskel, Defrain, & Wilcox, 1980). 
Locke (1976) offers a value explanation of job satisfaction. 
He theorized that job satisfaction resulted from the 
individual's perception that job values and needs were 
fulfilled by the individual's job. He noted that work, to be 
satisfying, must be mentally challenging, be varied, be 
interesting, allow for autonomy and individual success, and 
not be physically fatiguing. The general thrust of the above 
theories has to do with an affective process; however, there 
is a school of thought exemplified by Lawler (1973), Landy and 
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Truiïibo (1980) , and Vroom (1964) that promotes the theory of 
job satisfaction as a cognitive process. 
Herzberg seemed to be the touch stone in determining the 
meaning of job satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Friesen, et 
al., (1983, p. 38) summarized Herzberg's research as follows. 
(1) The factors involved in producing job satisfaction 
are separate and distinct from the factors that lead 
to job dissatisfaction. 
(2) The opposite of job satisfaction is not job 
dissatisfaction, but no job satisfaction: similarly, 
the opposite of job dissatisfaction is not job 
satisfaction, but no dissatisfaction. 
(3) The factors that lead to satisfaction (achievement, 
recognition, work itself, responsibility, and 
advancement) contribute very little to job 
dissatisfaction. 
(4) The factors that lead to dissatisfaction (Company 
policy and administration, supervision, 
interpersonal relations, working conditions, and 
salary) contribute very little to job satisfaction. 
Herzberg's theory (1959) was called the "Two Factor 
Theory." He equated those aspects that satisfy the person's 
needs as motivators and those factors that were dissatisfiers 
as hygiene factors. While research has generally supported 
Herzberg's theory, there are some questions that surround the 
applicability of his theory (Friesen et al., 1983). Studies 
have applied Herzberg's theory to high school principals. 
Schmidt (1976) found that there was no clear distinction 
between the categories of satisfiers and dissatisfiers. 
lannone (1973) arrived at similar results finding only two 
items to be definite dissatisfiers: school district policy and 
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administration. Friesen et al. (1983, p. 44), after analyzing 
the research, identified seven job aspects as relevant to the 
job satisfaction of principals, including 
(1) The work itself, 
(2) Occupational status and prestige, 
(3) Interaction with district administration, 
(4) Interaction with teachers, 
(5) Interaction with students, 
(6) Salary and benefits, and 
(7) Working conditions. 
High school principals generally are quite satisfied as 
indicated by the last two national principal surveys by the 
NASSP. The 1977 survey indicated that over 60 percent of the 
principals responding indicated that they were very satisfied 
with their principalship (Byrne et al., 1978). The 1988 
survey reported that the vast majority of principals indicated 
they were very satisfied with their principalship (Pellicer et 
al., 1988). Principals in the 1988 NASSP survey were most 
satisfied with their rapport with students, parents, teachers, 
and the realization of their expectations. Principals were 
least satisfied with the amount of time they spend on their 
job, the assistance they receive from their superiors, and 
their salaries. 
Beyond this general measure of overall job satisfaction, 
there have been numerous studies that have tried to isolate 
specific satisfiers and dissatisfiers. 
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Friesen et al. (1983) identified these satisfiers: (a) 
sense of achievement, (b) interpersonal relationships, (c) 
recognition and status, (d) importance of the work, and (e) 
relationships with the central office. The same study 
indicated these factors as dissatisfiers: (a) administration 
and policies, (b) amount of work, (c) overall constraints, (d) 
attitudes of society, (e) physical context, (f) stress, and 
(g) impact on home life. Some aspects of the principalship 
were found to be both satisfiers and dissatisfiers: (a) 
relationships with teachers, (b) responsibility (c) autonomy, 
(d) student attitudes and performance, (e) challenge of work, 
and (f) relationships with parents. 
Gunn & Holdaway (1986, p. 52) found job satisfaction in 
principals "associated with city location, 'pure' senior high 
schools (grades 10-12 only), larger size, older principals and 
those with more tenure in their present positions." The best 
overall predictors of job satisfaction were noted as; (a) 
sense of accomplishment as an administrator, (b) effect of the 
job on principals' personal life, and (c) working 
relationships with teachers. The same results were found by 
Rogus, Poppenhagen, & Mingus (1980). Southard (1985) found a 
relationship between the principals' perception of their 
superintendents effectiveness. The more effective the 
principals perceived their superintendent, the higher they 
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rated their own level of job satisfaction. An administrator's 
perceived level of influence was related positively to his or 
her perceived level of job satisfaction (Gunn & Holdaway, 
1986; Cothern, 1990). 
Factors that lead to job dissatisfaction include: (a) 
policy and administration, (b) lack of recognition, and (c) 
lack of growth opportunities (Duke, 1988). Borquist (1987) 
identified additional sources of dissatisfaction as (a) amount 
of work, (b) lack of feedback, (c) constraints, and (d) 
administrative policies. Similar results were obtained by 
Wisher (1984). Stress also was identified as a source of job 
dissatisfaction (Henson, 1984). The perception of 
powerlessness was also related to job dissatisfaction 
(Travlos, 1984; Richford & Fortune, 1984). 
School Size 
School size is an important factor in determining the 
environment the principal must operate. Byrne et al. (1978, p. 
32) noted the following: 
Size factors are fundamental in the management of any 
organization. Changes in size cause a ripple effect on 
communications, interpersonal relationships, leadership 
expectations, control procedures, and budget 
administration. 
The optimum size of the comprehensive high school is once 
more becoming an issue in the State of Iowa with support from 
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forces for reorganization. This very question was addressed 
on both surveys of principals conducted by the NASSP in 1965 
and 1977. In the 1977 survey (Byrne et al., 1978) 32% of the 
nation's principals responded that the ideal size for a 
comprehensive high school was a school with 500 to 900 
students. A school with 1000 to 1499 students was the optimum 
size for a high school according to 42% of the principals. 
Fifteen percent of the principals thought that the optimum 
size for a high school was 1500-1999 students. According to 
the 1965 survey, 51% of all the principals thought that the 
optimum size for a comprehensive high school was from 500 -
1999 students. The question was not included in the 1987 
NASSP survey. 
The actual differentiation in high school size across the 
nation can be seen in Table 1 taken from the 1987 NASSP survey 
(Pellicer et al., 1988, p. 146). The percentage of high 
schools in each category increases from 1965 to 1977 except in 
the percentage of high schools in the category of less than 
499 students. When looking at the change from 1977 to 1987 we 
see that the percentage of all categories declined except for 
the percentage of schools in the less than 500 students 
category. 
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Size of school has been used as a variable in studies 
that dealt with job satisfaction. Callarman (1984) determined 
that principals from larger schools were more satisfied than 
Table 1 Comparison of the number of different sizes of high 
schools for the years 1965, 1977, and 1987. 
YEAR LESS 250 500 750 1000 1500 2000 MORE 
than to to to to to to than 
250 499 749 999 1499 1999 2499 2500 
1987 23 15 13 10 19 10 7 3 
1977 24- 16 13 20 14 — -13 
1965 _ _ _ 65- 11 7 8 4 
Note: Date for 1977 and 1965 are combined at the upper and 
lower ends (fewer than 450 students and more than 
2000). 
principals of small schools when promotion was used as a 
determinant of job satisfaction. She found there was no 
difference according to school size in principal satisfaction 
over those factors of the job which they control: 
interpersonal relations, co-workers, supervision, and the work 
itself. Principals were least satisfied with factors of their 
job environment over which they had little or no control: 
promotion and pay. 
However, Miller (1985), Hickman (1986) and Haezebrouck 
(1989) found a significant relationship between the size of 
the school and job satisfaction. 
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Size of school was also related to the authority 
dimension of principal leadership and the issues and 
challenges of the principalship. Gougeon (1989, p. 40) 
pointed to this reality: 
Organizational complexity increases with the size of the 
organization. More specialization occurs, a greater need 
for formal rules and regulations exists, and greater 
distances must be spanned by the principal as leader to 
interact directly with the followers. 
In his study, Gougeon (1989, p. 41) concluded that size of 
school was an important variable for study because it 
"accounts for the greatest number of differentiations in the 
way principals describe their jobs." 
In a 1984 study of 500 principals from the State of 
Georgia, (Page & Page, p. 7) the following conclusions about 
the size of school as a variable were reached; 
1. Principals of large schools are more likely to have 
previously served as assistant principals. 
2. Principals of small schools are more likely to have 
previously served as elementary teachers. 
3. Principals of large schools have more experience as 
principals. 
4. Principals of large schools are more likely to be 
white and male. 
5. Principals of small schools perceive parental 
relations as a difficult and time consuming role. 
6. Principals of large schools perceive evaluation of 
teachers and plant operations as more time consuming 
than do principals of smaller schools. 
School size was also found to be related to the decision 
making ability of principals in a 1988 survey by the Center 
for Education Statistics. Principals in small schools had 
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more control of in-service training, curriculum selection, and 
teacher performance standards than principals in medium and 
large schools. Principals in large schools had more control 
over the distribution of funds in their schools than did 
principals in small or medium schools (Center for Education 
Statistics, 1988) . 
School size was not significantly related to stress 
(Bucuvalas, 1987) or principal effectiveness (Barley, 1988; 
Hall, 1989). 
Summary 
The literature dealing with the questions addressed by 
this study was reviewed in this chapter. The development of 
the modern, comprehensive high school was analyzed from a 
historic point of view concentrating on the forces that shaped 
its development. The changing role of principals was 
chronicled with an emphasis on identifying and analyzing the 
different stages of the development of the role of principal. 
Issues and challenges facing the principalship were studied in 
depth. The changing nature of these issues and challenges 
were discussed with an eye toward forecasting possible future 
issues and challenges to the principalship. Authority was 
discussed as a dimension of the leadership component of the 
principalship. The use of authority, power, and influence 
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were analyzed, and factors that contribute to the job 
satisfaction of principals were also reviewed. 
Job satisfaction was found to be dependent on the role of 
the principal or the fulfillment of a person's needs in the 
role of principal. Finally, the influence of size of high 
school was studied. Size seemed to be a factor related to the 
authority and job satisfaction of principals. Size also 
seemed to be a factor related to issues and challenges facing 
principals. 
After careful consideration of the literature, the study 
was designed to analyze important variables concerning the 
principalship. Job satisfaction, level of authority, size of 
school, threats to job security, and issues and challenges 
facing Iowa's high school principals were selected as the 
focus of this study. 
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CHAPTER III. METHOD AND PROCEDURES 
This chapter will present the methods and procedures used 
to assess the (a) level of job satisfaction of high school 
principals, (b) the level of authority reported by principals, 
(c) threats to principals'job security, (d) challenges high 
school principals encounter, and (e) the relationships among 
level of authority, school size, job security issues, 
challenges encountered by principals, and level of job 
satisfaction. 
This chapter has three sections which will be used to 
delineate the methods and procedures of this study. 
"Selection of the sample" is the first section used to 
describe the population from which the high school principals 
were selected for this study. The instrument used for this 
study is described in the second section, "instrumentation." 
The third section, "procedures," details the statistical 
methods used to treat the sample. This study parallels a 
study of Iowa superintendents completed by Dr. Lee Morrison 
(1990) . 
Selection of the Sample 
The population studied for the School Administrators of 
Iowa status survey consisted of all administrators employed by 
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public school districts for the academic year 1988-89. Only 
those administrators who identified themselves as high school 
principals by indicating they were responsible for supervising 
grades ten, eleven, and twelve were included in this sample. 
Middle school principals, grade school principals, 
principal/superintendents, superintendents, assistant 
principals, and any other ancillary secondary administrators 
were excluded from this study. There were 450 respondents to 
the secondary administrator component of the study. Of these 
450 respondents, 311 identified themselves as secondary 
principals. From this group, 253 indicated they were high 
school principals and thus became the sample to be studied. 
There were 437 high schools in the State of Iowa during the 
1988-89 academic year. The 253 respondents are 58% of Iowa's 
high school principals. The rest of the 450 respondents to 
the survey identified themselves by using the following 
categories: (a) 56 assistant secondary principals, (b) 13 K-12 
principals, (c) 67 identified their position as "other," and 
(d) three respondents did not indicate their title. 
Instrumentation 
This study will be based on an instrument entitled, "Iowa 
Secondary School Principals' Status and Opinion Study," 
designed specifically for secondary principals in the State 
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of Iowa. Three separate instruments were developed by Lee 
Morrison in a cooperative effort that included the University 
of Northern Iowa, Iowa State University, and the School 
Administrators of Iowa in the Fall of 1988. The survey was 
conducted in January of 1989. The basic question driving 
these three studies was the status of administrators in the 
State of Iowa. The administrators were divided into three 
groups; superintendents, secondary principals, and elementary 
principals. An instrument pertinent to each group was 
developed using the National Association of Elementary School 
Principals 1988 study as a model. The study was conducted via 
the U. S. mail. Production and distribution of the survey 
instruments was provided for by the School Administrators of 
Iowa. Data for this study, which will be detailed later, was 
selected from the overall survey on the status of the 
secondary principalship. This study was approved by the Iowa 
State Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research. 
The status of the secondary principalship survey 
instrument contained 78 questions. The Executive Director of 
School Administrators of Iowa and professors from Iowa State 
University and the University of Northern Iowa were a key 
factor in the construction of the instrument. The following 
people provided the direction for the process of constructing 
the survey instrument: (a) Dr. James E. Sweeney, Professor of 
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Educational Administration, Iowa State University; (b) Dr. 
Jerry Herman, Assistant Professor of Educational 
Administration, Iowa State University; (c) Dr. Jim Doud, 
Professor of Educational Administration, University of 
Northern Iowa; (d) Dr. Robert Decker, Associate Professor of 
Educational Administration, University of Northern Iowa; and 
(e) Dr. Gaylord Tryon, Executive Director, School 
Administrators of Iowa. Their continuing suggestions refined 
the instrument as it progressed to its final form. 
Nine major areas of the secondary principalship were 
surveyed by the instrument. The entire instrument appears in 
appendix E. Following is an overview of the nine areas of the 
secondary principalship that data was gathered; (a) status 
questions, (b) individual district demographics, (c) 
experience and preparation for the position, (d) conditions of 
employment, (e) responsibility and authority, (f) problems of 
the principalship, (g) challenges of the principalship, (h) 
career support, and (i) administrator and technology. 
The present study deals specifically with five areas from 
the above information. This study will deal with: (a) the 
level of job satisfaction of high school principals, (b) the 
level of authority to make decisions, (c) the extent to which 
job security issues are reported as problems, (d) the extent 
to which educational issues are reported as challenges, and 
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(e) the size of principals' schools. Five survey questions 
were used to asses and analyze these variables in relation to 
the questions posed by this study (See Appendix D). 
The level of principals' job satisfaction was measured 
using question number 8b. The following responses were 
possible for the job satisfaction question: 1) very 
dissatisfied, 2) satisfied, 3) neutral, 4) satisfied, and 5) 
very satisfied. 
For the purposes of this study this variable was colapsed 
from five response categories into three response categories 
to make three groups that would be viable for testing. 
Respondents in the first three categories, very dissatisfied, 
dissatisfied, and neutral, were combined to form one group 
using the new label of "not satisfied." Respondents who 
reported their level of job satisfaction as satisfied remained 
as a distinct group as well as the respondents who reported 
their level of job satisfaction as very satisfied. This 
variable will be used in its three group form for hypothesis 
testing. 
Question sixty-one was used to measure principals' level 
of authority. The following responses were possible for the 
authority question; 1) Low, 2) Moderate, and 3) High. 
For the purposes of this study, this variable was 
colapsed from three response categories to two. Respondents 
76 
who reported their level of authority as low or moderate were 
combined into one category with the new label of "not high." 
This was done to make two groups large enough to be viable for 
hypothesis testing. The two new groupings, labeled as not 
high and high, were used for the hypothesis testing. 
Question 73 measures threats to principals' job security 
and question 74 measures the challenges facing high school 
principals. Principals indicated the extent to which these 
were challenges in both questions using the following possible 
responses: 1) No threat, 2) Minor threat, and 3) Major threat. 
The size of principals' schools was derived from the 
number of students principals were responsible for 
supervising. This information was taken from question 
fifteen. 
For the purposes of this study, principals' schools were 
divided into three arbitrary groups of small, medium, and 
large schools. Principals' responses for number of students 
they were responsible for supervising were ranked in order 
from the smallest to the largest number of students. The 
first 25% of these responses were labeled "small." The next 
50% of the responses were labeled "medium." The top 25% of 
these responses were labeled "large." When this variable is 
used for hypothesis testing it will be discussed in terms of 
principals of small, medium, and large schools. 
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Procedures 
School Administrators of Iowa produced, disseminated, and 
collected the survey instrument (see Appendix A). Each 
participant of the study was mailed a survey with a cover 
letter assuring anonymity (see Appendix B). Two weeks after 
the initial mailing a follow up letter was sent to all non-
respondents (see Appendix C). The 253 respondents who 
identified themselves as high school principals were pulled 
from the sample to provide data for this study. 
Analysis of Data 
The completed survey instruments were taken from the 
School Administrators of Iowa to be coded and delivered to the 
Iowa State Statistics lab for key punching. From there, the 
data were given to the Iowa State Computation Center. The 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPPS, 1983) was 
used for the treatment of the data. The value of the study 
variables was assessed after studying the descriptive 
statistics of the data which included: frequencies, means, and 
standard deviations. 
Appropriate tests of statistical significance were 
selected in order to test the null hypotheses presented in 
this study. An independent t test was used to study 
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hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 20. The one-way analysis of 
variance was used to analyze hypotheses 6 through 19. When 
there was a significant difference found, Duncan's Multiple 
Range procedure was used for pair wise comparison of the 
means. 
Summary 
This chapter reveals how the 253 respondents for this 
study were selected from a population of 454 administrators. 
It discusses the survey instrument used for this study and 
details how the survey instrument was constructed, 
disseminated, and collected. Finally, it introduces the 
statistical tests used to study the data for this study. 
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CHAPTER IV. ANALYSIS OF DATA 
The high school principalship was the focus of this 
study. The study was specifically designed to ascertain the 
level of job satisfaction, authority, perceived threats to job 
security, and the challenges facing high school principals. 
Relationships between these factors and the level of authority 
principals perceived they had and the size of their schools 
were studied. The independent variables for this study are 
level of authority and size of principal's school. Job 
satisfaction was treated as a dependent variable in this 
study. 
The results of the study are presented in three sections: 
(a) descriptive data, (b) study variable descriptive data, and 
(c) hypothesis testing. 
Descriptive Data 
These data providing a profile of 253 high school 
principals were gathered in February of 1989. Respondents 
were representative of public school high school principals of 
the State of Iowa including all sizes of public school 
districts. The purpose of this first section is to describe 
the sample. 
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There was a considerable diversity among principals in 
all categories except for gender and ethnicity; only three of 
the 253 responding principals were women and one principal was 
Hispanic. The youngest principal was 27 and the oldest was 67 
(see Table 2). The average age of the respondents was 46. 
The typical principal would like to work to age 59. Most 
principals (78.9%) intend to retire by the year 2010 (see 
Table 2). 
The conditions of employment for Iowa's principals are as 
diverse as the principals themselves. Most principals (65%) 
have a one year contract while nearly a third have a two year 
contract. The continuing contract is a reality for only 3% of 
the principals. The lowest paid principal received $28,500 
while the highest paid principal received $58,800 (see Table 
3). The average pay for the principals was $40,256. The tax 
sheltered annuity is a reality for 16% of the principals. 
Amounts of this annuity range from $200 to $6542. An eleven 
month contract seems to be typical for Iowa's principals (see 
Table 3). The average number of days in the principals' 
contracts is 222.8 (see Table 3). The least number of days a 
principal is contracted for is 200. The longest principal's 
contract is for 336 days. Most principals get the traditional 
school holidays off (see Table 3). The typical principal 
works 9.5 hours a day. Principals reported that they work 
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from seven to fifteen hour days (see Table 3). Beyond these 
hours, the principal usually puts in another 12.9 hours a week 
on school related tasks (see Table 3). Three hours was the 
least amount of extra time a principal reported and one 
principal reported working 60 extra hours per week. 
Table 2 Number and percentage of responding high school 
principals' age, anticipated age of retirement, 
anticipated year of retirement, and gender. 
Variables N of Percent Cumulative 
Principals Percent 
Age of high school principals 
25-30 3 1.2 1.2 
31-40 83 32.9 34.1 
41-50 85 33.7 67.9 
51-60 71 28.1 96.0 
61-70 10 4.0 100 
Anticipated age at retirement 
30-40 9 3.9 3.9 
41-50 16 7.0 10.9 
51-60 92 40.2 51.1 
61-70 112 48.9 100 
Anticipated year of retirement 
1989-1990 20 8.4 8.4 
1991-2000 90 38.0 46.4 
2001-2010 77 32.5 78.9 
2011-2020 47 19.8 98.7 
2021-2030 3 1.3 100 
Gender 
Male 250 98.8 98.8 
Female 3 1.2 100 
n = 253 
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Table 3 Contractual conditions of principals' employment. 
Variable N of Percent Cumulative 
Principals Percent 
Contract length 
1 Year 
2 Years 
Continuing 
1988-89 Salary 
28,500-29,999 
30,000-34,999 
35,000-39,999 
40,000-44,999 
45,000-49,999 
50,000-54,999 
55,000-59,000 
n=253, mean=40,256 
Term of employment this year 
9-10 months 
10-11 months 
11-12 months 
12 months 
n=250 
Days of duty 
200-220 
221-240 
241-260 
261-336 
n=2 4 3, mean=2 2 3 
Hours of work per day 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 + 
158 64.8 64.8 
78 32 96.7 
8 3.3 100 
4 1.6 1.6 
53 21.5 23.1 
68 27.5 50.6 
59 23.9 74.5 
40 16.2 90.7 
18 7.3 98.0 
5 2.0 100 
6 6.1 6.1 
130 52.0 54.4 
75 30.0 84.4 
39 15.6 100 
152 63.1 63.1 
69 28.6 91.7 
17 7.1 98.8 
3 1.2 100 
1 .4 .4 
18 7.3 7.8 
100 40.8 48.6 
102 41.6 90.2 
17 6.9 97.1 
7 2.8 100 
n=245, mean=9.6 
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Table 3 (continued) 
Additional hours per week 
3-5 14 5.6 5 .6 
6-10 101 40.2 45 .8 
11-15 78 31.1 76 .9 
16-20 46 18.3 95 .2 
21-25 4 1.6 96 .8 
25-30 5 2.0 98 .8 
31 + 3 1.2 100 
n=251, mean 12.9 
Work during these vacations? 
Thanksgiving 
Yes 15 6.1 
No 230 93.9 
Christmas 
Yes 38 15.3 
No 210 84.7 
Easter 
Yes 32 13.0 
No 214 87.0 
Table 4 shows most principals (91%) are responsible for 
only one building although five percent are responsible for 
two buildings. The respondents came from all sizes of 
districts (see Table 4); the range was from 202 to 32000 
pupils. The average district size was 1861 pupils. Most 
principals (92%) described their district as either small town 
or rural (see Table 4). 
Table 5 indicates the diverse student body that 
principals serve. Most principals serve all white school 
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populations. One principal reported a student body consisting 
of all native Americans. African Americans make up the 
largest ethnic group that are non-white. 
Most Iowa principals supervise 11-20 or 21-30 teachers 
Table 4 Number and percent of buildings supervised by 
principals, district enrollment, and community 
geographic type. 
Variables N of Percent Cumulative 
Principals Percent 
Number of buildings principals supervise 
Zero 2 .8 .8 
One 223 91.4 92.2 
Two 13 5.3 97.5 
Three 2 .8 98.4 
Four 2 .8 99.2 
Five 1 .4 99.6 
Ten 1 .4 100 
School district enrollment 
1-499 pupils 65 28.3 28.3 
500-1999 pupils 137 58.4 86.7 
2000+ pupils 31 13.3 100 
Community geographic type 
Urban 16 6.6 6.6 
Suburban 19 7.9 14.5 
Small town 129 53.3 67.8 
Rural 78 32.2 100 
(see Table 6). One principal was responsible for supervising 
109 teachers. The typical staff that the principal works with 
is 56% male and 44 % female. Twenty-eight percent of the 
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principals have assistants (see Table 6). The number of 
assistants supervised by a principal range from one to four. 
Table 7 illustrates the educational experience of Iowa's 
high school principals. The average principal has been a 
professional educator for 22 years. This includes the 
principal who has been an educator for 42 years and one who 
has been an educator for only six years. 
Table 5 Range and mean of the ethnic composition of high 
school principals' schools reported using the 
percent of the principals' individual school 
population. 
Ethnic Group 
Percent of ethnic group 
at Principal's school 
Range Mean 
Hispanic 0-18% .47 
Native American 0-100% .64 
Asian/Pacific 0-19% .64 
Black 0-23% .74 
White 0-100% 96.7 
Other 0-5% .10 
n=250 
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The typical principal has been at his or her school for 
nine years while 44% of the principals have been at their 
current schools for one to five years and 64% have been at 
their current schools for one to ten years. For 10% of the 
principals, this is the first year in their current school. 
About half (49%) of the principals held principalships at 
schools other than the current school where they are 
principal. The average duration of this other principalship 
is three years. 
Table 6 Principals' supervision responsibilities including: 
number of classroom teachers, gender of classroom 
teachers, and assistant principals. 
Variables N of Percent Cumulative 
Principals Percent 
Teachers supervised 
0-10 32 12.9 12 .9 
11-20 113 45.6 58.5 
21-30 70 28.2 86.7 
31-40 10 4.0 90.7 
41-50 5 2.0 92.7 
51-60 7 2.8 95.6 
61-70 4 1.6 97.2 
71-80 2 .8 98.0 
81-90 2 .8 98.8 
91-100 1 .4 99.2 
101-110 2 .8 100 
n=253 
Percentage of teachers that are female, supervised by 
principals 
0-25% 18 7.4 7.4 
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Table 6 (continued) 
26-50% 178 73.3 80.7 
51-75% 46 18.9 99.6 
76-100% 1 .4 100 
n=243, mean=43.7 
Percentage of teachers that are male, supervised by principals 
0-25% 4 1.6 1.6 
26-50% 79 32.6 34.2 
51-75% 152 62.5 96.7 
76-100% 8 3.3 100 
n=243, mean=55.95 
Assistant principal? 
Yes 71 28.5 28.5 
No 178 71.5 100 
n=249 
Assistant principals supervised 
Part Time 14 20.0 20.0 
1 33 47.1 67.1 
2 14 20.0 87.1 
3 6 8.6 95.7 
4 3 4.3 100 
n=70 
Eighty-nine percent of all the principals have no 
administrative experience outside of the State of Iowa. The 
mean number of years of experience as a principal was eleven 
years of experience (see Table 7). Most high school 
principals were secondary teachers for an average of nine 
years before they became high school principals (see Table 7). 
Five principals reported being secondary teachers for twenty-
three years before becoming a principal. 
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Table 7 Principals' educational experience including: years 
as a professional educator, years in current 
principalship, total years of educational 
experience, and years as a secondary teacher. 
Variable N of Percent Cumulative 
Principals Percent 
Years as professional educator 
5-10 7 2.8 2.8 
11-20 111 44.0 46.8 
21-30 95 37.7 84.5 
31-40 36 14.3 98.8 
41-50 3 1.2 100 
n=252, mean=22.3, SD=7.67 
Years in current principalship? 
I-5 113 44.8 44.8 
6-10 46 18.3 63.1 
II-15 37 14.7 77.8 
16-20 34 13.5 91.2 
21-25 15 6.0 97.2 
26-30 5 2.0 99.2 
31-35 1 .4 99.6 
36-40 1 .4 100 
n=252, mean=9.1, SD=7.55 
Total years of administrator experience 
0 30 11.9 11.9 
I-5 57 22.6 34.5 
6-10 49 19.5 54.0 
II-15 40 15.8 69.8 
16-20 39 15.5 85.3 
21-25 18 7.2 82.5 
26-30 16 6.3 98.8 
31-35 1 .4 99.2 
36+ 2 .8 100 
n=252, mean=10.9, SD=8.70 
Years as a secondary teacher 
0 5 2.0 2.0 
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Table 7 (continued) 
I-5 61 24.4 26.4 
6-10 103 41.2 67.6 
II-15 54 21.6 89.2 
16-20 18 7.2 96.4 
21-25 9 3.6 100 
n=250, inean=8.95, SD=4.93 
Educational preparation for the principalship usually 
takes the form of a degree or a certificate. Most of the 
principals (76%) hold a Master's degree (see Table 8). The 
superintendent's certificate is held by 34% of the principals. 
Nevertheless, 11 of the principals are not certified to be 
principals. Generally, principals received their education at 
one of the three state universities: University of Iowa, Iowa 
State University, and the University of Northern lowa (see 
Table 8). However, over half (56%) received their Masters 
degree from some other school. 
Table 8 Principals' educational preparation for the 
principalship including: certificates held, degrees 
held, and schools attended for certificates and 
degrees. 
Variable N of Percent Cumulative 
Principals Percent 
Certificates held 
Teacher 
Yes 213 84.5 
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Table 8 (continued) 
No 
Principal 
Yes 
No 
Superintendent 
Yes 
No 
Other Administrator 
Yes 
No 
Degree held 
Masters 
CAS/EDS 
Doctorate 
School for MAE/MSE 
University of Iowa 
Univ. of Northern Iowa 
Iowa State 
Drake 
Other 
School for ED.S/CAS 
University of Iowa 
Univ. of Northern Iowa 
Iowa State 
Drake 
Other 
School for ED.D/PH.D 
University of Iowa 
Univ. of Northern Iowa 
Iowa State 
Drake 
Other 
39 15.5 
241 95.6 
11 4.4 
86 34.1 
166 65.9 
16 6.3 
236 93.7 
190 75.7 75.7 
39 15.5 91.2 
22 8.8 100 
25 10.5 10.5 
35 14.7 25.2 
21 8.8 34.0 
23 9.7 43.7 
134 56.3 100 
4 8.2 8.2 
5 10.2 18.4 
16 32.7 51.0 
9 18.4 69.4 
15 30.6 100 
9 37.5 37.5 
2 8.3 45.8 
6 25.0 70.8 
4 16.7 87.5 
3 12.5 100 
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Table 9 shows the responses of principals when asked if 
they would become principals again. Nearly half (46%) said 
they "certainly would" and another 37% said they "probably 
would." Eighteen per cent used the following two responses: 
"probably would not" and "certainly would not." Principals 
reported a very high level of morale. Nearly all the 
principals (96%) reported their morale was "good, could be 
better" or "excellent." Slightly more than half of the 
respondents (52%) reported that the high school principalship 
is not their final career goal. Of these principals, 25% 
indicated their final goal was outside of education. 
The constituencies that support the high school are 
perceived by principals to have a positive general perception 
of school administrators in their districts (see Table 10). 
Legislators are perceived to have the least positive 
perception of administrators and school board members the most 
positive perception of administrators. 
Table 11 shows principals report that the factor that 
most influences the public's perception of the school 
administrator is discipline resolution. Principals perceive 
the least important influence on the formation of the public's 
perception of the principal to be facility maintenance. 
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Table 9 Number and percent of principals' probability for 
repeating their principalship, ultimate career 
choice, alternate career choice, and level of 
morale. 
Variable N of Percent Cumulative 
Principals Percent 
Become a principal again? 
Certainly would 115 45.5 45.5 
Probably would 93 36.8 82.2 
Probably would not 34 13.4 95.7 
Certainly would not 11 4.3 100 
Mean 1.77, n=253 
Level of morale 
Very Bad 1 .4 .4 
Bad, Could be better 8 3.2 3.6 
Good, Could be better 150 60.0 63.6 
Excellent 91 36.0 100 
Mean 3.32, n=250 
Principalship your final goal? 
Yes 118 47.2 47.2 
No 132 52.8 100 
n=250 
If no, ultimate career goal? 
Secondary teacher 1 .8 .8 
College teacher 13 9.8 10.5 
High school principal 2 1.5 12 
Superintendent 62 46.6 58.6 
Associate or Assistant 5 3.8 62.4 
Superintendent 
Director of Special 4 3.0 65.4 
Education 
Other central office 5 3.8 69.2 
Out of education 33 24.8 94 
Other 8 6.0 100 
n=13 3 
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Table 10 Perception of constituency support reported by high 
school principals. 
Group Mean SD N of Percent Cumulative 
Perception Principals Percent 
Public 3.87 .63 
Highly negative 0 
Negative 10 4.0 4.0 
Neutral 37 14.9 18.9 
Positive 177 71.1 90.0 
Highly Positive 25 10.0 100 
Teachers 3.94 .63 
Highly negative 0 
Negative 8 3.2 3.2 
Neutral 33 13.4 16.6 
Positive 173 70.0 86.6 
Highly Positive 33 13.4 100 
Students 3.75 .56 
Highly negative 0 
Negative 5 2.0 2.0 
Neutral 61 24.6 26.6 
Positive 172 69.4 96.0 
Highly Positive 10 4.0 100 
Legislators 3.05 .89 
Highly negative 9 3.8 3.8 
Negative 50 21.3 25.1 
Neutral 106 45.1 70.2 
Positive 60 25.5 95.7 
Highly Positive 10 4.3 100 
Scale for mean: 1 Highly negative 
2 Negative 
3 Neutral 
4 Positive 
5 Highly Positive 
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Table 10 (continued) 
Board members 4.13 .66 
Highly negative 1 .4 
Negative 4 1.6 
Neutral 22 8.9 
Positive 155 62.8 
Highly Positive 65 25.7 
.4 
2.0 
10.9 
73.7 
100 
Table 11 Factors that influence the public's perception of 
school administrators. 
Factor Influence N of Percent 
Principals 
Salary Yes 85 34 .4 
No 162 65 .6 
Personal life Yes 41 16 .6 
No 206 83 .4 
Unpopular decisions Yes 128 51 .8 
No 119 48 .2 
Discipline resolution Yes 165 66 .8 
No 82 33 .2 
Facility maintenance Yes 26 10 .5 
No 221 89 .5 
Staff performance Yes 13 8 55 .9 
No 109 44 .1 
Individual performance Yes 93 37 .7 
No 154 62 .3 
Community involvement Yes 56 22 .7 
No 191 77 .3 
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Table 12 shows most principals (77%) reported State 
mandates or initiatives were a source for change in their 
schools. Principals reported that national professional 
associations were the least helpful source for change in their 
schools. 
Principals reported the quality of their relationships 
with the various groups that embody the high school. 
Principals reported having the best relationships with their 
superintendents (see Table 13). Principals reported their 
relationships with parents and the community having the lowest 
status. However, even though these areas were ranked the 
lowest, they were still on the positive side of the rating 
scale. 
Of the various types of experience a principal could have 
for preparation (see Table 14), principals listed on the job 
training as a principal as most valuable. They reported that 
attendance at the Principals' Academy was the least valuable. 
This is probably related to the fact, not listed in Table 14 
but included in the data, that 81% of the principals were not 
able to take advantage of this opportunity. Of those that had 
the opportunity only two principals participated. 
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Table 12 Sources for innovation in schools as reported by 
high school principals. 
Source Response N of Percent 
Principals 
College or university courses Yes 40 16.7 
No 199 83.3 
Professional reading Yes 61 25.5 
No 178 74.5 
Outside consultants Yes 66 27.6 
No 173 72.4 
State mandates or initiatives Yes 183 76.6 
No 56 23 .4 
National professional associations Yes 15 6.3 
No 224 93.7 
State professional associations Yes 27 11.3 
No 212 88.7 
Local workshops Yes 71 29.7 
No 168 70.3 
Principals' academy or center Yes 26 10.9 
No 213 89 .1 
Central office staff Yes 40 16.7 
No 199 83.3 
Parents or other community Yes 25 10.5 
contacts No 214 89.5 
Other principals Yes 58 24.3 
No 181 75.7 
Teachers Yes 82 34.3 
No 157 65.7 
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Table 13 Statua of principals' professional relationships 
with school boards, superintendents, other 
principals, central office staffs, teachers, 
students, parents, and community. 
Group Mean SD N of Percent Cumulative 
Status Principals Percent 
School board 4.42 .63 
Very poor 0 
Poor 2 .8 .8 
Neutral 13 5.2 6.0 
Good 112 45.0 51.0 
Very good 122 49.0 100 
Superintendent 4.55 .69 
Very poor 0 
Poor 3 1.2 1.2 
Neutral 19 7,6 8.8 
Good 65 26.1 34.9 
Very good 162 65.1 100 
Other principals 4.53 .60 
Very poor 0 
Poor 0 
Neutral 13 5.5 5.5 
Good 87 36.6 42.0 
Very good 138 58.0 100 
Central office staff 4.50 .66 
Very poor 1 .4 .4 
Poor 1 .4 .9 
Neutral 12 5.2 6.1 
Good 82 35.7 41.7 
Very good 134 58.3 100 
Teachers 4.32 .56 
Very poor 0 
Poor 0 
Neutral 12 4.8 4.8 
Good 146 58.4 63.2 
Very good 92 36.8 100 
Scale for mean: 1 = Very poor, 2 = Poor, 3 = Neutral, 
4 = Good, 5 = Very good 
98 
Table 13 (continued) 
Students 4.19 .59 
Very poor 0 
Poor 1 .4 .4 
Neutral 21 8.4 8.8 
Good 158 63.2 72.0 
Very good 70 28.0 100 
Parents 4.14 .59 
Very poor 0 
Poor 2 .8 .8 
Neutral 22 8.8 9.6 
Good 164 65.6 75.2 
Very good 62 24.8 100 
Community 4.16 .59 
Very poor 0 
Poor 0 
Neutral 27 10.8 10.8 
Good 157 62.8 73.6 
Very good 66 26.4 100 
Table 14 Principals' perceptions of the value of different 
types of preparational experience. 
Variable N of 
Principals 
Percent Mean 
Graduate education 
Of little value 
Of some value 
Of much value 
13 
134 
100 
5.3 
54.3 
40.5 
2.35 
Teaching experience 
Of little value 
Of some value 
Of much value 
1 
42 
204 
.4 
17.4 
8 2 . 6  
2 . 8 2  
Scale for mean: 1 = Of little value 
2 = Of some value 
3 = Of much value 
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Table 14 (continued) 
Asst principal experience 
Of little value 
Of some value 
Of much value 
In-service 
Of little value 
Of some value 
Of much value 
On the job experience 
Of little value 
Of some value 
Of much value 
Internship in secondary school 
Of little value 
Of some value 
Of much value 
Principals' academy or center 
Of little value 
Of some value 
Of much value 
63 47.0 2.0 
8  6 . 0  
63 47.0 
25 10.7 2.22 
133 57.1 
75 32.2 
1 .4 2.96 
8 3.3 
236 96.3 
5.8 2.29 
59.5 
34.7 
35.1 1.84 
46.0 
18.8 
administration 
77 47.5 1.70 
56 34.6 
29 17.9 
80 56.3 1.57 
43 30.3 
19 13.4 
Local/state meetings of principals 
Of little value 14 
Of some value 144 
Of much value 84 
National meetings of principals 
Of little value 71 
Of some value 93 
Of much value 38 
Over half (55%) of the principals have a written job 
description and 67% receive a written evaluation once a year 
(see Table 15). Goal setting plays a part in the evaluation 
process for 66% of the principals. 
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Table 15 Evaluation process for principals. 
Variable N of 
Principals 
Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Written job description 
Yes 
Yes, but it varies 
No 
137 
57 
54 
55.2 
23.0 
21.8 
55.2 
78.2 
100 
n=248 
Written evaluation 
Rarely 45 
Every 2-3 years 19 
Once a year 166 
More than once a year 19 
18.1 
7.6 
66.7 
7.6 
18.1 
25.7 
92.4 
100 
n=249 
Input for the principals' evaluation is sought from many 
sources (see Table 16). The superintendent's opinion carries 
the most weight in the evaluation process. Community members 
seem to have the least input into the evaluation process. 
Only four principals did not have the chance to respond to 
their formal evaluations. The formal evaluation is not a 
reality for 28 of the principals. 
Beyond the formal evaluation, almost a third of the 
principals reported they were seldom or never commended for 
their accomplishments by the superintendent or central office 
(see Table 17). 
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Table 16 Sources of input for the evaluation process for 
principals. 
Source Response N of Percent 
Principals 
Superintendent Yes 226 95.0 
No 12 5.0 
Assistant superintendent Yes 24 10.1 
No 214 89 .9 
Other central office personnelYes 21 8.8 
No 217 91.2 
Other administrators Yes 10 4.2 
No 228 95.8 
Non-certified employees Yes 9 3.8 
No 229 96.2 
Teachers Yes 53 22.3 
No 185 77.7 
Community members Yes 5 2.1 
No 233 97.9 
Parents Yes 9 3.8 
No 229 96.2 
Students Yes 19 8.0 
No 219 92.0 
Myself Yes 40 16.8 
No 198 83.2 
The majority of principals (87%) believe that their 
authority is commensurate with the degree to which they are 
held responsible for secondary education in their district 
(see Table 18). Principals reported their authority included 
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Staff supervision and evaluation, instructional improvement, 
and teacher selection (see Table 18). 
Nearly all principals (98%) are responsible for teacher 
evaluation. The majority of principals (205 principals for 
new teachers and 159 for experienced teachers) use the 
narrative format of evaluation at least one a year. The check 
list format for evaluation is used at least once a year by 145 
principals for new teachers and 112 principals for experienced 
teachers. Principals report they visit new teachers on the 
average of 4.16 times per year. Principals report they visit 
experienced teachers on the average of 3.01 times per year. 
The range for visits for new and experienced teachers as 
reported by the principals was from one to twenty-five visits 
per year. 
Table 17 Frequency of commendation beyond the formal 
evaluation for principals' actions. 
Frequency N Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Never 15 6.0 6.0 
Seldom 60 24.2 30.2 
Sometimes 129 52.2 82,3 
Frequently 44 17.7 100 
Mean 2.82 
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Table 18 Reported level of principals' authority equal to 
responsibility, authority in staff supervision and 
evaluation, instructional improvement, and teacher 
selection. 
Variable N of Percent Mean 
Principals 
Authority balanced with responsibility? 
Yes 217 
No 33 
86 
13 
.8 
.2 
Teacher selection 
Little/no authority 4 
Share authority 153 
Primary authority 91 
1 
61 
36 
.6 
.7 
.7 
2. 35 
Staff supervision and evaluation 
Little/no responsibility 0 
Share responsibility 11 
Primary responsibility 238 
4 
95 
.4 
.6 
2. 96 
Instructional improvement 
Little/no responsibility 0 
Share responsibility 90 
Primary responsibility 158 
36 
63 
.3 
.7 
2. 64 
Scale for mean: 1 = Little/no authority/responsibility 
2 = Share authority/responsibility 
3 = Primary authority/responsibility 
Most principals (88%) are part of an administrative team 
and most (81%) report they are a meaningful part of that team. 
Principals reported they have a great deal of influence on 
school district decisions that affect secondary schools and 
secondary education (see Table 19). 
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Table 19 Principals' influence on secondary education in 
local school districts. 
Level N of 
Principals 
Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
No influence 2 .8 .8 
Little influence 20 8.2 27.9 
Some influence 46 18.9 19.7 
Much influence 176 72.1 100 
Mean 3.52, n=244 
Principals reported spending more of their time on 
teacher evaluation than any other activity (see Table 20). 
Discipline and curriculum development are the next two major 
activities that consume principals' time. Principals spend 
the least amount of time on: administrator evaluation, 
collective bargaining, and administration of the master 
contract. 
Principals' report their responsibilities have generally 
increased in most areas while remaining the same in other 
areas (see Table 21). The three areas of responsibility most 
often listed as increasing were; curriculum development, 
instructional development, and personnel evaluation. Fiscal 
decision making was the responsibility that changed the least. 
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Table 20 Percent of time spent by principals on different 
aspects of the principalship. 
Percent of time spent 
by principals 
Responsibility Maximum Mean SD 
Teacher evaluation 70, .0 19 .01 11 .37 
Staff Evaluation 20, .0 3 .50 3 .15 
Curriculum development 30. 0 8 .85 6 .27 
Discipline 75. ,0 18 .34 13 .89 
Student evaluation 25. 0 3 .75 4 .24 
Parent community contacts 30. 0 6 .10 4 .62 
Facilities management 25. 0 6 .19 5 .07 
Budget administration 20. 0 3 .74 3 .95 
Duties as assigned by central 
office 
40. 0 5 .74 5 .87 
Policy development/administration 30. 0 3 -92 4 .11 
Administrator evaluation 15. 0 .34 1 .29 
Collective bargaining 10. 0 .70 1, .58 
Administrative team work 20. 0 4, .35 3, .66 
Administration of master contract 20. 0 1, .79 2, .55 
Planning 40. 0 7. 08 6. 01 
Phase III 15. 0 3. 80 3. ,36 
n ranged from 238 to 240 
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Table 21 Principals' perceptions of changing 
responsibilities. 
Responsibility N of Percent Mean 
Level of Change Principals 
Building level authority/responsibility 
Decrease 13 5.2 2.50 
No change 99 39.9 
Increase 136 54.8 
n=244 
Curriculum development 
Decrease 16 6.5 2.62 
No change 62 25.0 
Increase 170 68.5 
n=248 
Development of instructional practices 
Decrease 6 2.4 2.68 
No change 66 26.8 
Increase 174 70.7 
n=246 
Fiscal decision-making 
Decrease 30 12.1 2.18 
No change 142 57.5 
Increase 75 30.4 
n=247 
Personnel selection 
Decrease 11 4.5 2.25 
No change 164 66.4 
Increase 72 29.1 
n=247 
Scale for mean: 1 = Decrease 
2 = No change 
3 = Increase 
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Table 21 (continued) 
Personnel evaluation 
Decrease 2 .8 2.71 
No change 67 27.0 
Increase 179 72.2 
n=248 
Policy development 
Decrease 14 5.7 2.39 
No change 121 49.2 
Increase 111 45.1 
n=246 
Study Variables Descriptive Data 
This section will provide the dat describing the study 
variables. This discussion will include the mean scores and 
frequencies for each variable. This information comes from 
the survey instrument, "Iowa Secondary School Principals' 
Status and Opinion Study," on which 253 respondents classified 
themselves as high school principals. 
Level of Satisfaction 
High school principals reported their feelings about job 
satisfaction using question 8b from the questionnaire, "How 
well satisfied are you with your current principalship?" Five 
response categories were provided; (5) Very satisfied, (4) 
Satisfied, (3) Neutral, (2) Dissatisfied, and (1) Very 
108 
dissatisfied. The level of high school principals' job 
satisfaction is reported in Table 22. Iowa's high school 
principals' job satisfaction is very high. Nearly 40% were 
very satisfied. Another 47% were satisfied. Only 6% were 
dissatisfied while one principal was very dissatisfied. 
As explained in Chapter III, this variable was collapsed 
into three response categories for hypothesis testing (see 
Table 23). 
Table 22 Level of job satisfaction for high school 
principals. 
Level of Satisfaction N of 
Principals 
Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Very dissatisfied 1 .4 .4 
Dissatisfied 14 5.6 6.0 
Neutral 21 8.4 14.4 
Satisfied 117 46.8 61.2 
Very Satisfied 97 38.8 100 
Mean 4.18, SD .84 
Level of Authority 
There has been much discussion in the recent past about 
site based management. Site based management moves authority 
away from the central office to the building principal. 
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Table 23 Level of job satisfaction for high school principals 
collapsed into three groups. 
Level of Satisfaction N of 
Principals 
Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Not Satisfied 36 14.4 14.4 
Satisfied 117 46.8 61.2 
Very Satisfied 97 38.8 100 
Mean 2.24, SD .69 
Principals, therefore, have more of an opportunity for 
leadership at the building level. To asses their perceived 
authority, principals were asked "How would you describe the 
level of authority that principals in your district have to 
make decisions concerning their own schools?". Table 24 
illustrates that Iowa's principals think they have the "clout" 
to run their schools. Only 3.6% reported a low level of 
authority. Twenty-four percent reported a moderate level of 
authority. The majority (72%) reported they had a high level 
of authority to make decisions in their schools. 
As explained in Chapter III, this variable was collapsed 
into two categories for hypothesis testing (see Table 25). 
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size of School 
As reported earlier, principals responded from all sizes 
of districts. The average number of students principals were 
responsible for supervising was 381.2 students. The number of 
students principals supervised ranged from 50 to 2000 students 
(see Table 26). 
Table 24 High school principals' level of authority. 
Level of Authority N of 
Principals 
Percent Cumulative 
Percent 
Low 9 3.6 3.6 
Moderate 60 24.0 27.6 
High 181 72.4 100.0 
Mean 2.69, SD .54 
Table 25 High school principals' level of authority collapsed 
into two categories. 
Level of Authority N of Percent Cumulative 
Value Principals Percent 
1 Not high 
2 High 
Mean 1.72 
69 27.6 27.6 
181 72.4 100.0 
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Table 2 6 Size of principals' high school as determined by 
number of students supervised. 
Variable division 
Students supervised N of Percent Cumulative 
Principals Percent 
Small 
50-182 63 
Medium 
184-415 128 
Large 
420-2000 62 
25 25 
50 75 
25 100 
Job Security Issues 
Principals were asked to respond to a list of nine items 
that either represent or might represent a threat to their job 
security within the next year. They indicated their feelings 
about the degree by which these nine items posed a threat 
using these three responses: (1) No threat, (2) Minor threat, 
and (3) Major threat. The results are listed in Table 27. 
The two issues principals rated most threatening to their job 
security were reorganization of school districts and 
unsatisfactory student performance. The two least threatening 
issues to principals were poor performance evaluation and the 
lack of liability insurance. 
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Table 27 Job security issues 
Rating of Challenge 
Security No Minor Major Mean SD 
Issue 
N and % of 
Principals 
Unsatisfactory Student performance 
n 64 115 70 2.02 .74 
% 25.7 46.2 28.1 
Conflicts with teachers 
n 78 145 26 1.79 .61 
% 31.3 58.2 10.4 
Conflicts between my philosophy and that of the superintendent 
n 130 86 30 1.59 .70 
% 52.8 35 12.2 
Lack of liability insurance 
n 187 53 8 1.28 .52 
% 75.4 21.4 3.2 
Reduction in force due to declining enrollment 
n 103 92 54 1.80 .77 
% 75.4 21.4 3.2 
Reorganization of schools within district 
n 160 53 35 1.50 .73 
% 64.5 21.4 14.1 
Reorganization of school districts 
n 110 67 70 1.84 .84 
% 44.5 27.1 28.3 
Poor personal performance evaluation 
n 179 60 10 1.32 .55 
% 71.9 24.1 4.0 
Personal deficiencies in some skill areas needed for the 
principalahip 
n 137 100 10 1.49 .58 
% 55.5 40.5 4.0 
Scale for mean: 1) No, 2) Minor, and 3) Major Challenge 
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Challenges of the High School Principalship 
Principals were given a list of 47 issues in education 
today and asked to speculate as to whether each issue, within 
the next year, currently or potentially would be: (1) no 
challenge, (2) a minor challenge, or (3) a major challenge. 
These challenges are grouped into five areas; (a) student 
issues, (b) teacher issues, (c) planning issues, (d) education 
program issues, and (e) relationship issues (see Table 28). 
When considering the entire list of 47 challenges, the 
use of alcoholic beverages by students was the top challenge 
confronting high school principals. Non-English speaking 
students was least challenging. Teacher issues comprised four 
of the top ten issues reported by principals. The rest of the 
list consisted of three program issues, two student issues, 
and one planning issue. The five issues reported to be the 
most compelling challenges (listed according to degree of 
challenge from most to least) were: (a) use of alcoholic 
beverages by students, (b) coping with State regulations, (c) 
providing programs for At-Risk students, (d) Phase III 
incentives, and (e) financing the district. The five issues 
that principals reported to be the least pressing were; (a) 
complying with student records regulations, (b) use of 
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alcoholic beverages by staff, (c) violence in the schools, (d) 
increasing enrollment, and (e) Non-English speaking students. 
Breaking the issues down into the five categories brings 
only one additional challenge to the forefront. Use of 
alcoholic beverages was the most challenging student issue 
with 62.1% of the principals listing it as a major challenge. 
Looking at teacher issues, 47.7% of the principals reported 
Phase III incentives to be a minor challenge and 42.1% 
reported the incentives to be a major challenge. In the 
program issue category, coping with the State regulations was 
rated as the top challenge with 64.4% of the principals 
listing it as a major challenge. When planning issues are 
considered, financing the district is considered the most 
prominent challenge. About half of the principals (47.9%) 
reported this issue to be a major challenge. 
Administrator/employee relationships was reported as the 
most challenging issue by principals in the relationship 
category. This challenge was listed as a minor challenge by 
57.7% of the principals and listed as major challenge by 14.5% 
of the principals. 
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Table 28 Student, teacher, program, planning, and 
relationship challenges of the principalship. 
Rating of Challenge 
Issue Types No Minor Major Mean SD Rank 
Issue of 
N and % of 47 
Principals 
Student Issues 
Managing student behavior 
n 45 123 67 2.09 0.69 14 
% 19.1 52.3 28.5 
Use of drugs by pupils 
n 34 145 57 2.10 0.62 12 
% 14.4 61.4 24.2 
Use of alcoholic beverages by students 
n 6 83 146 2.50 0.54 1 
% 2.6 35.3 62.1 
Pupil absenteeism 
n 18 132 86 2.29 0.60 6 
% 7.6 55.9 36.4 
Changing composition of student body 
n 115 85 34 1.65 0.72 38 
% 49.1 36.3 14.5 
Complying with student records regulations 
n 132 92 11 1.49 0.59 43 
% 56.2 39.1 4.7 
Vandalism 
n 101 118 15 1.63 0.60 40 
% 43.2 50. 46.4 
Violence in the schools 
n 151 77 6 1.38 0.54 45 
% 64.5 32.9 2.6 
Scale for mean; 1 = No Challenge, 2 = Minor Challenge, 
3 = Major Challenge 
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Table 28 (continued) 
Sexual behavior of pupils 
n 75 132 26 1.79 0.63 29 
% 32.2 56.7 11.2 
Child abuse 
n 65 152 18 1.80 0.56 27 
% 27.7 64.7 7.7 
Level of parental involvement 
n 32 146 54 2.10 0.60 13 
% 13.8 62.9 23.3 
Teacher issues 
Use of alcoholic beverages by staff 
n 141 91 2 1.41 0.51 44 
% 60.3 38.9 0.9 
Teacher absenteeism 
n 97 121 18 1.67 0.61 37 
% 41.1 51.3 7.6 
Dismissing incompetent staff 
n 75 110 49 1.89 0.72 20 
% 32.1 47 20.9 
Evaluating teachers 
n 27 117 91 2.27 0.66 8 
% 11.5 49.8 38.7 
Staff morale 
n 36 123 76 2.17 0.67 10 
% 15.3 52.3 32.3 
Teachers union activities 
n 95 112 28 1.72 0.67 35 
*5 40.4 47.7 11.9 
Level of teacher performance 
n 31 132 71 2.17 0.64 9 
% 13.2 56.4 30.3 
Teacher empowerment 
n 74 130 31 1.82 0.64 26 
% 31.5 55.3 13.2 
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Table 28 (continued) 
Phase III 
n 24 112 99 2.32 0.65 4 
% 10.2 47.7 42.1 
Program Issues 
Providing programs for gifted and talented students 
n 41 131 59 2.08 0.66 15 
% 17.7 56.7 25.5 
Providing programs for underachievers 
n 25 118 90 2.28 0.65 7 
% 10.7 50.6 38.6 
Providing programs for handicapped learners 
n 65 138 32 1.86 0.63 24 
% 27.7 58.7 13.6 
Providing programs for At-Risk Students 
n 16 97 122 2.45 0.62 3 
% 6.8 41.3 51.9 
Inadequate availability of computers, video machine etc. 
for instructional purposes 
n 94 105 36 1.75 0.70 31 
% 40 44.7 15.3 
Declining test scores 
n 77 117 41 1.85 0.69 25 
% 32.8 49.8 17.4 
Non-English speaking students 
n 183 43 6 1.24 0.48 47 
% 78.9 18.5 2.6 
Efforts to effectively mesh routine classroom instruction 
with special academic pull-out programs 
n 82 119 34 1.80 0.67 28 
% 34.9 50.6 14.5 
Coping with federal regulations 
n 67 119 45 1.91 0.69 19 
% 29 51.5 19.5 
Coping with state regulations/initiatives 
n 14 69 150 2.58 0.60 2 
% 6 29.6 64.4 
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Table 28 (continued) 
Special needs of latchkey children 
n 74 141 19 1.77 0.59 30 
% 31.6 60.3 8.1 
Increased interest in pre-kindergarten programs 
n 133 81 21 1.52 0.66 41 
% 56.6 34.5 8.9 
Planning Issues 
Declining enrollment 
n 67 83 85 2.08 0.80 16 
% 28.5 35.3 36.2 
Increasing enrollment 
n 183 44 8 1.26 0.51 46 
% 77.9 18.7 3.4 
Crisis management 
n 64 134 36 1.88 0.64 21 
% 27.4 57.3 15.4 
Teacher shortages 
n 134 83 18 1.51 0.64 42 
% 57 35.3 7.7 
Site-based management 
n 90 115 29 1.74 0.67 32 
% 38.5 49.1 12.4 
Financing district 
n 44 78 112 2.29 0.77 5 
% 18.8 33.3 47.9 
Restructuring boundaries 
n 118 64 52 1.72 0.81 34 
% 50.4 27.4 22.2 
Shared programs 
n 66 93 75 2.04 0.78 17 
% 28.2 39.7 32.1 
Shared employees 
n 77 96 62 1.94 0.77 18 
% 32.8 40.9 26.4 
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Table 2 8 (continued) 
Planning or goal setting 
n 37 130 67 2.13 0.66 11 
% 15.8 55.6 28.6 
Relationship Issues 
Central office involvement in school building decisions 
n 112 92 28 1.64 0.69 39 
% 48.3 39.7 12.1 
Board/superintendent relations 
n 105 95 35 1.70 0.71 36 
% 44.7 40.4 14.9 
School/community relations 
n 74 119 42 1.86 0.69 23 
% 31.5 50.6 17.9 
Administrator/employee relations 
n 65 135 34 1.87 0.64 22 
% 27.8 57.7 14.5 
Superintendent/other administrator relations 
n 105 87 41 1.73 0.74 33 
% 45.1 37.3 17.6 
n ranged from 231 to 236 
Hypothesis Testing 
Each of the research questions posed in Chapter 1 of this 
study was examined using a specific statistical hypothesis 
stated in the null form. Hypotheses are presented in the same 
order as the research questions used to formulate the 
statistical hypothesis. Each null hypothesis was tested with 
alpha set at .05. 
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Ho 1 There is no significant difference between the 
extent to which student issues are reported as 
challenges by high school principals reporting a 
higher or lower level of authority. 
The purpose of this hypothesis is to determine if there 
is a significant difference between principals with a high 
level of authority and principals with a lower level of 
authority in reporting student issues as challenges. This 
hypothesis was tested using the independent t-test. As Table 
29 indicates the null hypothesis was not rejected for any of 
the issues. 
Table 29 Comparison of the extent to which student issues are 
reported as challenges by principals according to 
their reported level of authority. 
Issue n 
Group 
Challenge 
mean 
SD t Two-tailed 
Probability 
Managing student behavior 
Not High 66 2.23 
High 168 2.05 
Use of drugs by pupils 
Not High 66 2.21 
High 169 2.05 
. 6 0  
.71 
.65 
. 6 0  
Use of alcoholic beverages by students 
Not High 66 2.68 .47 
High 168 2.57 .57 
1.82 
1.79 
1.48 
.07 
. 0 8  
.14 
Scale for mean: 1 = No Challenge, 2 = Minor Challenge 
3 = Major Challenge 
a = Separate Variance estimate used 
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Table 29 (continued) 
Pupil absenteeism 
Not High 66 2.411 .55 1.92 .06 
High 169 2.241 .61 
Changing composition of student body 
Not High 66 1.71 .78 .74 .46 
High 167 1.63 .70 
Complying with student records regulations 
Not High 66 1.58 .68 1.32a .19 
High 168 1.45 .55 
Vandalism 
Not High 66 1.73 .54 1.47 .14 
High 167 1.60 .62 
Violence in the schools 
Not High 66 1.42 .56 .75 .45 
High 167 1.37 .53 
Level of parental involvement 
Not High 65 2.11 .59 .13 .90 
High 166 2.10 .61 
Sexual behavior of pupils 
Not High 66 1.91 .67 1.79 .07 
High 166 1.75 .60 
Child abuse 
Not High 66 1.70 .58 -1.83 .07 
High 168 1.85 .55 
Ho 2 There is no significant difference between the 
extent to which teacher issues are reported as 
challenges by high school principals reporting a 
higher or lower level of authority. 
The purpose of this hypothesis is to determine if there 
is a significant difference between principals with a high 
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level of authority and principals with a lower level of 
authority in reporting teacher issues as challenges. This 
hypothesis was tested using the independent t-test. As Table 
30 indicates the null hypothesis was not rejected for any of 
the issues. 
Table 30 Comparison of the extent to which teacher issues are 
reported as challenges by principals according to 
their reported level of authority. 
Issue n 
Group 
Challenge 
mean 
SD Two-tailed 
Probability 
Use of alcoholic beverages by staff 
Not High 66 1.36 
High 167 1.43 
Teacher absenteeism 
Not High 66 1.70 
High 169 1.66 
1.94 
1.87 
Dismissing incompetent staff 
Not High 66 
High 167 
Evaluating teachers 
Not High 66 
High 168 
2.38 
2.24 
Staff morale 
Not High 66 
High 168 
2.23 
2.15 
Teachers union activities 
Not High 66 1.73 
High 168 1.71 
49 
52 
66 
60 
76 
70 
60 
67 
58 
70 
65 
68 
.83 
.45 
. 6 2  
1.49 
.75 
13 
.41 
65 
54 
14 
,46 
89 
Scale for mean: 1) No, 2) Minor, and 3) Major Challenge 
a = Separate Variance estimate used 
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Table 30 (continued) 
Level of teacher performance 
Not High 66 2.26 
High 167 2.14 
.51 
.68 
1.40a .16 
Teacher empowerment 
Not High 66 
High 168 
1.77 
1.83 
.60 
.66 
- .65 .52 
Phase III 
Not High 
High 
66 
168 
2.21 
2.36 
.65 
.65 
-1.60 .11 
Ho 3 There is no significant difference between the 
extent to which program issues were reported as 
challenges by high school principals reporting a 
higher or lower level of authority. 
The purpose of this hypothesis is to determine if there 
is a significant difference between principals with a high 
level of authority and principals with a lower level of 
authority in reporting program issues as challenges. This 
hypothesis was tested using the independent t-test. The null 
hypothesis was not rejected for any of the issues (see Table 
31) . 
Ho 4 There is no significant difference between the 
extent to which planning issues are reported as 
challenges by high school principals reporting a 
higher or lower level of authority. 
The purpose of this hypothesis is to determine if there 
is a significant difference between principals with a high 
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level of authority and principals with a lower level of 
authority in reporting planning issues as challenges. This 
hypothesis was tested using the independent t-test. 
As seen in Table 32, the null hypothesis was rejected for 
one out of ten issues. Principals with a lower level of 
authority were significantly more challenged by "sharing 
employees" than principals with a high level of authority. 
Means for reporting this issue as a challenge were: principals 
with a lower level of authority, 2.11 and principals with a 
higher level of authority, 1.88. 
Table 31 Comparison of the extent to which program issues are 
reported as challenges by principals according to 
their reported level of authority. 
Issue n Challenge SD t Two-tailed 
Group mean Probability 
Providing programs for gifted and talented students 
Not High 65 2.12 .72 .59 .56 
High 165 2.07 .63 
Providing programs for underachievers 
Not High 66 2.30 .68 .28 .78 
High 166 2.28 .63 
Providing programs for handicapped learners 
Not High 66 1.89 .75 .42a .68 
High 168 1.85 .58 
Scale for mean: 1 = No Challenge, 2 = Minor Challenge, 
3 = Major Challenge 
a = Separate Variance estimate used 
Table 31 (continued) 
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Providing programs for At-Risk Students 
Not High 66 2.44 .66 -.28 .78 
High 168 2.46 .60 
Inadequate availability of computers, video machine etc. for 
instructional purposes 
Not High 66 1.76 .75 .02 .99 
High 168 1.76 .69 
Declining test scores 
Not High 66 1.92 .77 1.02 .31 
High 168 1.82 .66 
Non-English speaking students 
Not High 66 1.20 .50 -.82 .42 
High 165 1.25 .48 
Efforts to effectively mesh routine classroom instruction with 
special academic pull-out programs 
Not High 66 1.83 .71 .55 .59 
High 168 1.78 .66 
Coping with federal regulations 
Not High 64 2.00 .74 1.25 .21 
High 166 1.87 .67 
Coping with state regulations/initiatives 
Not High 66 2.68 .53 1.47 .14 
High 166 2.55 .62 
Special needs of latchkey children 
Not High 66 1.80 .61 .57 .57 
High 167 1.75 .58 
Increased interest in pre-kindergarten programs 
Not High 66 1.52 .61 -.15 .88 
High 168 1.53 .67 
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Table 32 Comparison of the extent to which planning issues 
are reported as challenges by principals according 
to their reported level of authority. 
Issue n Challenge SD t Two-tailed 
Group mean Probability 
Declining enrollment 
Not High 66 2.02 .83 -.79 .43 
High 168 2.11 .79 
Increasing enrollment 
Not High 66 1.24 .47 -.26 .79 
High 168 1.26 .53 
Crisis management 
Not High 65 1.95 .65 1.03 .30 
High 168 1.86 .64 
Teacher shortages 
Not High 66 1.45 .59 -.81 .42 
High 168 1.53 .66 
Site-based management 
Not High 66 1.77 .68 .50 .62 
High 167 1.72 .67 
Financing district 
Not High 66 2.23 .78 -.76 .45 
High 167 2.31 .76 
Restructuring boundaries 
Not High 66 1.65 .83 -.77 .44 
High 167 1.74 .80 
Shared programs 
Not High 66 2.17 .69 1.54 .13 
High 167 1.99 .80 
Scale for mean: 1 = No Challenge, 2 = Minor Challenge, 
3 = Major Challenge 
a = Separate Variance estimate used 
* = Significant at the .05 level 
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Table 32 (continued) 
Shared employees 
Not High 66 2.11 .73 2.09 .04* 
High 168 1.88 .78 
Planning or goal setting 
Not High 66 2.05 .69 -1.22 .22 
High 167 2.16 .64 
Ho 5 There is no significant difference between the 
extent to which relationship issues are reported 
as challenges by high school principals reporting 
a higher or lower level of authority. 
The purpose of this hypothesis is to determine if there 
is a significant difference between principals with a high 
level of authority and principals with a lower level of 
authority in reporting relationship issues as challenges. 
This hypothesis was tested using the independent t-test. 
The null hypothesis was rejected for two out of five 
issues (see Table 33). Principals with a lower level of 
authority reported "central office involvement in school 
building decisions" as significantly more of a challenge than 
principals with a higher level of authority. Means for 
reporting this issue as a challenge were: principals with 
lower level of authority, 1.86 and principals with a high 
level of authority, 1.55. "Relationships with the 
superintendent and other administrators" was also 
significantly more challenging to principals with a lower 
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Table 33 Comparison of the extent to which relationship 
issues are reported as challenges by principals 
according to their reported level of authority. 
Issue n Challenge SD t Two-tailed 
Group mean Probability 
Central office involvement in school building decisions 
Not High 65 1.86 .70 3.11 .00* 
High 166 1.55 .67 
Board/superintendent relations 
Not High 66 1.80 .79 1.37 .17 
High 168 1.66 .68 
School/community relations 
Not High 66 1.97 .63 1.42 .16 
High 168 1.83 .71 
Administrator/employee relations 
Not High 66 1.98 .60 1.72 .09 
High 167 1.83 .65 
Superintendent/other administrator relations 
Not High 66 1.98 .75 3.38 .00* 
High 166 1.63 .72 
Scale for mean: 1 = No Challenge, 2 = Minor Challenge, 
3 = Major Challenge 
a = Separate Variance estimate used 
* = Significant at the .05 level 
reported level of authority than principals with a higher 
level of authority. Means for reporting this issue as a 
challenge were: principals with lower level of authority, 1.98 
and principals with a high level of authority, 1.63. 
129 
Ho 6 There is no significant difference between the 
extent to which student issues are reported as 
challenges by high school principals of small, 
medium, or large schools. 
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if the 
number of students principals supervise is related to the 
extent principals report student issues as challenges. This 
hypothesis was analyzed using a one-way analysis of variance. 
When a statistically significant difference was 
found, Duncan's multiple range test was performed to determine 
which groups were significantly different. Alpha for the 
Duncan test was set at .05. 
The null hypothesis was rejected for two of eleven issues 
(see Table 34). There was a statistical difference in the 
extent "use of drugs by pupils" was reported as a challenge. 
The Duncan test showed that there was a significant difference 
between (a) principals of small and large schools and (b) 
principals of medium and large schools. Principals of large 
schools reported this issue most challenging, principals of 
medium schools less challenging, and principals of small 
schools least challenging. Means for reporting this issue as 
a challenge were: (a) principals of small schools, 1.89; (b) 
principals of medium schools, 2.06; and (c) principals of 
large schools, 2.37. 
The extent to which the issue of "changing composition of 
the student body" was reported as a challenge was also 
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significant. Duncan's test indicates the difference is 
between principals of large schools who are more challenged by 
this issue than principals of medium schools. Means for 
reporting this issue as a challenge were: (a) principals of 
small schools, 1.71; (b) principals of medium schools, 1.54; 
and (c) principals of large schools, 1.82. 
Table 34 Comparison of the extent to which student issues are 
reported as challenges by principals of small, 
medium, and large schools. 
Issue 
Group 
n Challenge 
mean 
SD F df 
Managing student behavior 
Small 57 2.09 
Medium 118 2.09 
Large 30 2.17 
Use of drugs by pupils 
Small 57 1.89 
Medium 119 2.06 
Large 60 2.37 
.64 
.70 
.69 
,56 
63 
55 
Use of alcoholic beverages by students 
Small 57 2.47 .57 
Medium 118 2.59 .59 
Large 60 2.72 .45 
Pupil absenteeism 
Small 57 2.14 
Medium 119 2.30 
Large 60 2.40 
67 
55 
62 
Scale for mean: 1 
.69 
9.77 
3.00 
2 . 8 6  
2/232 
2/233 
2/232 
2/233 
.50 
.00* 
.05 
.06 
No Challenge, 2 = Minor Challenge, 
3 = Major Challenge 
* = Significant at .05 
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Table 34 (continued) 
Changing composition of student body 
Small 56 1.71 .76 3.20 2/231 .04* 
Medium 118 1.54 .66 
Large 60 1.82 .77 
Complying with student records regulations 
Small 56 1.48 .60 .12 2/232 .88 
Medium 119 1.47 .59 
Large 60 1.52 .57 
Vandalism 
Small 56 1.55 .54 .64 2/231 .53 
Medium 118 1.66 .62 
Large 60 1.65 .63 
Violence in the schools 
Small 56 1.34 .48 .47 2/231 .63 
Medium 118 1.37 .55 
Large 60 1.43 .56 
Level of parental involvement 
Small 55 2.04 .51 1.00 2/229 .38 
Medium 118 2.08 .63 
Large 59 2.19 .63 
Sexual behavior • of pupils 
Small 55 1.65 .58 1.73 2/230 .18 
Medium 118 1.82 .65 
Large 60 1.85 .61 
Child abuse 
Small 56 1.77 .47 .20 2/232 .82 
Medium 119 1.80 .60 
Large 60 1.83 .56 
Ho 7 There is no significant difference between the 
extent to which teacher issues are reported as 
challenges by high school principals of small, 
medium, or large schools. 
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if the 
number of students principals supervise is related to the 
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extent principals report teacher issues as challenges. This 
hypothesis was analyzed using a one-way analysis of variance. 
When a statistically significant difference was found, 
Duncan's multiple range test was performed to determine which 
groups were significantly different. Alpha for the Duncan 
test was set at .05. 
Looking at Table 35, the null hypothesis was rejected for 
one out of nine issues: "use of alcoholic beverages by the 
staff." Duncan's test indicated that the difference was 
between principals of medium and large schools. Principals of 
the large schools found this issue to be more challenging. 
Means for reporting this issue as a challenge were: (a) 
principals of small schools, 1.39; (b) principals of medium 
schools, 1.34; and (c) principals of large schools, 1.56. 
Ho 8 There is no significant difference between the 
extent to which program issues are reported as 
challenges by high school principals of small, 
medium, or large schools. 
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if the 
number of students principals supervise is related to the 
extent principals report program issues as challenges. This 
hypothesis was analyzed using a one-way analysis of variance. 
When a statistically significant difference was found, 
Duncan's multiple range test was performed to determine which 
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groups were significantly different. Alpha for the Duncan 
test was set at .05. 
The null hypothesis was rejected for four out of twelve 
issues (see Table 36). The significant difference in the 
extent that "providing programs for gifted and talented 
students" was reported as challenging issue was between (a) 
principals of small and large schools and (b) principals of 
medium and large schools. Principals of small schools were 
Table 35 Comparison of the extent to which teacher issues are 
reported as challenges by principals of small, 
medium and large schools 
Issue n Challenge SD F df p 
Group mean 
Use of alcoholic beverages by staff 
Small 56 1.39 .49 3.91 2/231 .02* 
Medium 119 1.34 .47 
Large 59 1.56 .57 
Teacher absenteeism 
Small 57 1.51 .57 2.60 2/233 .08 
Medium 119 1.73 .65 
Large 60 1.68 .57 
Dismissing incompetent staff 
Small 56 1.82 .72 .50 2/231 .61 
Medium 119 1.93 .76 
Large 59 1.86 .66 
Scale for mean; 1 = No Challenge, 2 = Minor Challenge, 
3 = Major Challenge 
* = Significant at the .05 level 
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Table 35 (continued) 
Evaluating teachers 
Small 56 2.18 
Medium 119 2.35 
Large 60 2.20 
64 
65 
68 
1.85 2/232 .16 
Staff morale 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
56 2.05 
119 2.19 
60 2.23 
Teachers union activities 
Small 56 1.55 
Medium 119 1.79 
Large 60 1.72 
Level of teacher performance 
Small 56 2.11 
Medium 118 2.20 
Large 60 2.17 
Teacher empowerment 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
56 1.68 
119 1.83 
60 1.92 
67 
65 
70 
69 
67 
61 
49 
65 
74 
54 
68 
65 
1.19 2/232 .31 
2.42 2/232 .09 
43 2/231 .65 
2.06 2/232 .13 
Phase III 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
56 2.18 
119 2.40 
60 2.30 
64 
64 
67 
2.16 2/232 .12 
most challenged by this issue, principals of medium schools 
less challenged, and principals of large schools the least 
challenged. Means for reporting this issue as a challenge 
were: (a) principals of small schools, 2.24; (b) principals of 
medium schools, 2.11; and (c) principals of large schools, 
1.86. 
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Table 36 Comparison of the extent to which program issues are 
reported as challenges by principals of small, 
medium, and large schools. 
Issue n Challenge SD F df p 
Group mean 
Providing programs for gifted and talented students 
Small 54 2.24 .64 5.13 2/228 .01* 
Medium 119 2.11 .69 
Large 58 1.86 .54 
Providing programs for underachievers 
Small 55 2.15 .68 1.56 2/230 .21 
Medium 118 2.31 .64 
Large 60 2.33 .63 
Providing programs for handicapped learners 
Small 56 1.73 .62 1.64 2/232 .20 
Medium 119 1.92 .63 
Large 60 1.87 .62 
Providing programs for At-Risk Students 
Small 56 2.27 .67 3.68 2/232 .03* 
Medium 119 2.48 .59 
Large 60 2.57 .59 
Inadequate availability of computers, video machine etc. for 
instructional purposes 
Small 56 1.73 .62 .54 2/232 .59 
Medium 119 1.72 .72 
Large 60 1.83 .74 
Declining test scores 
Small 56 1.59 .71 5.25 2/232 .01* 
Medium 119 1.92 .67 
Large 60 1.93 .69 
Non-English speaking students 
Small 54 1.13 .34 3.64 2/229 .03* 
Medium 118 1.22 .46 
Large 60 1.37 .61 
Scale for mean; 1 = No Challenge, 2 = Minor Challenge, 
3 = Major Challenge 
* = Significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 36 (continued) 
Efforts to effectively mesh routine classroom instruction with 
special academic pull-out programs 
Small 56 1.86 .75 .31 2/232 .73 
Medium 119 1.78 .64 
Large 60 1.77 .67 
Coping with federal regulations 
Small 55 1.82 .72 .99 2/228 .37 
Medium 118 1.90 .70 
Large 58 2.00 .65 
Coping with state regulations/initiatives 
Small 56 2.59 .60 .11 2/230 .90 
Medium 119 2.60 .60 
Large 58 2.55 .63 
Special needs of latchkey children 
Small 55 1.78 .53 .10 2/231 .90 
Medium 119 1.75 .61 
Large 60 1.78 .58 
Increased interest in pre-kindergarten programs 
Small 56 1.57 .71 .20 2/232 .82 
Medium 119 1.51 .64 
Large 60 1.50 .65 
There was a significant difference in the extent that 
"providing programs for At-Risk students" was reported as a 
challenging issue. The significant difference on this issue 
was between (a) principals of small and medium schools and (b) 
principals of small and large schools. Principals of large 
schools were the most challenged by this issue, principals of 
medium schools less challenged, and principals of small 
schools the least challenged. Means for reporting this issue 
as a challenge were: (a) principals of small schools, 2.27; 
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(b) principals of medium schools, 2.48; and (c) principals of 
large schools, 2.57. 
There was a significant difference in the extent the 
issue of "declining test scores" was reported as a challenge. 
The range test indicates the difference is between (a) 
principals of small and medium schools and (b) principals of 
small and large schools. Principals of large schools reported 
this issue most challenging, principals of medium schools less 
challenging and principals of small schools the least 
challenging. Means for reporting this issue as a challenge 
were; (a) principals of small schools, 1.59; (b) principals of 
medium schools, 1.92; and (c) principals of large schools, 
1.93. 
The extent to which the issue of "non-English speaking 
students" was reported as a challenge was significantly 
different between principals of small and large schools with 
the principals of the large schools reporting this issue as 
more of a challenge. Means for reporting this issue as a 
challenge were; (a) principals of small schools, 1.13; (b) 
principals of medium schools, 1.22; and (c) principals of 
large schools, 1.37. 
Ho 9 There is no significant difference between the 
extent to which planning issues are reported as 
challenges by high school principals of small, 
medium, or large schools. 
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The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if the 
number of students principals supervise is related to the 
extent principals report planning issues as challenges. This 
hypothesis was analyzed using a one-way analysis of variance. 
When a statistically significant difference was found, 
Duncan's multiple range test was performed to determine which 
groups were significantly different. Alpha for the Duncan 
test was set at .05. 
As Table 37 indicates, the null hypothesis was rejected 
for five of the ten issues in this category. There was a 
significant difference in the extent "declining enrollment" 
was reported as a challenge. The Duncan test shows that (a) 
principals of small schools were significantly more challenged 
by this issue than principals of large schools and (b) 
principals of small schools found this issue more challenging 
than principals of medium schools. Means for reporting this 
issue as a challenge were: (a) principals of small schools, 
2.43; (b) principals of medium schools, 1.98; and (c) 
principals of large schools, 1.93. 
"Increasing enrollment" was reported significantly more 
challenging by principals of large schools than principals of 
small schools. Means for reporting this issue as a challenge 
were; (a) principals of small schools, 1.13; (b) principals of 
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Table 37 Comparison of the extent to which planning issues 
are reported as challenges by principals of small, 
medium, and large schools. 
Issue 
Group 
n Challenge 
mean 
SD F df P 
Declining enrollment 
Small 56 2.43 
Medium 119 1.98 
Large 60 1.93 
Increasing enrollment 
Small 56 1.13 
Medium 119 1.24 
Large 60 1.40 
Crisis management 
Small 56 1.80 
Medium 118 1.84 
Large 60 2.03 
Teacher shortages 
Small 56 1.50 
Medium 119 1.45 
Large 60 1.62 
Site-based management 
Small 56 1.59 
Medium 118 1.71 
Large 60 1.93 
Financing district 
Small 56 2.20 
Medium 118 2.31 
Large 60 2.35 
Restructuring boundaries 
Small 55 1.84 
Medium 119 1.76 
Large 60 1.52 
.71 
.79 
. 8 2  
,33 
,49 
,64 
62 
65 
64 
.69 
,59 
69 
60 
64 
73 
77 
76 
78 
88 
81 
70 
7.55 2/232 .00* 
4.41 2/232 .01* 
2.36 2/231 .10 
1.31 2/232 .27 
4.19 2/231 .02* 
62 2/231 .54 
2.70 2/231 .07 
Scale for mean: 1 = No Challenge, 2= Minor Challenge, 
3 = Major Challenge 
* = Significant at the .05 level 
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Table 37 (continued) 
Shared programs 
Small 56 2.46 
Medium 118 2.08 
Large 60 1.55 
. 6 6  
.76 
.65 
24.63 2/231 .00* 
Shared employees 
Small 56 2.29 
Medium 119 1.99 
Large 60 1.50 
.78 
.74 
.60 
18.09 2/232 .00* 
Planning or goal setting 
Small 56 2 .04 
Medium 118 2.21 
Large 60 2.05 
.69 
.63 
.67 
1.96 2/231 .14 
medium schools, 1.24; and (c) principals of large schools, 
1.40. 
The extent to which "site-based management" was reported 
as a challenge was significantly different. The differences 
were between (a) principals of small schools who were less 
challenged by this issue than principals of large schools and 
(b) principals of medium schools who were less challenged than 
principals of large schools. Means for reporting this issue 
as a challenge were; (a) principals of small schools, 1.59; 
(b) principals of medium schools, 1.71; and (c) principals of 
large schools, 1.93. 
The extent to which "shared programs" were reported as a 
challenge was found to be significantly different for each 
group. Principals of small schools found this issue most 
challenging, principals of medium schools less challenging. 
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and principals of the large schools the least challenging. 
Means for reporting this issue as a challenge were: (a) 
principals of small schools, 2.46; (b) principals of medium 
schools, 2.08; and (c) principals of large schools, 1.55. 
The extent to which "shared employees" were reported as a 
challenge was found to be significantly different for each 
group. Principals of small schools found this issue most 
challenging, principals of medium schools less challenging, 
and principals of large schools the least challenging. Means 
for reporting this issue as a challenge were: (a) principals 
of small schools, 2.29; (b) principals of medium schools, 
1.99; and (c) principals of large schools, 1.55. 
Ho 10 There is no significant difference between the 
extent to which relationship issues are reported as 
challenges by high school principals of small, 
medium, or large schools. 
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if the 
number of students principals supervise is related to the 
extent principals report relationship issues as challenges. 
This hypothesis was analyzed using a one-way analysis of 
variance. When a statistically significant difference was 
found, Duncan's multiple range test was performed to determine 
which groups were significantly different. Alpha for the 
Duncan test was set at .05. 
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The null hypothesis was rejected for only one of the five 
issues (see Table 38). Principals of large schools reported 
"central office involvement in school building decisions" as 
Table 38 Comparison of the extent to which relationship 
issues are reported as challenges by principals of 
small, medium, and large schools. 
Issue n Challenge SD F df 
Group mean 
Central office involvement in school building decisions 
Small 56 1.48 .60 3.06 2/229 .049* 
Medium 117 1.63 .66 
Large 59 1.80 .78 
Board/superintendent relations 
Small 56 1.61 .65 .68 2/232 .51 
Medium 119 1.72 .75 
Large 60 1.75 .70 
School/community relations 
Small 56 1.82 .58 .32 2/232 .73 
Medium 119 1.90 .73 
Large 60 1.83 .72 
Administrator/employee relations 
Small 56 1.84 .53 .15 2/231 .86 
Medium 118 1.89 .68 
Large 60 1.85 .66 
Superintendent/other administrator relations 
Small 56 1.59 .65 2.34 2/230 .10 
Medium 117 1.71 .77 
Large 60 1.88 .76 
Scale for mean: 
* = Significant at 
1 = No Challenge 
2 = Minor Challenge 
3 = Major Challenge 
the .05 level 
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significantly more challenging than principals of small 
schools. Means for reporting this issue as a challenge were: 
(a) principals of small schools, 1.48; (b) principals of 
medium schools, 1.63; and (c) principals of large schools, 
1.80. 
Ho 11 There is no significant difference in the 
reported level of job satisfaction of high school 
principals of small, medium, or large schools. 
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if the 
number of students principals supervise is related to the 
principals' reported level of job satisfaction. This 
hypothesis was analyzed using a one-way analysis of variance. 
As Table 39 indicates, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Duncan's multiple range test was performed to determine which 
groups were significantly different. Alpha for the Duncan 
Table 39 Comparison of principals' reported level of job 
satisfaction according to size of school. 
Group n 
Satisfaction 
mean SD F df P 
Small 62 2 .13 66 5.30 2/247 .01* 
Medium 126 2.18 71 
Large 62 2.48 62 
Scale for mean; 1 = Not satisfied, 2 = Satisfied, 
3 = Very satisfied 
* = Significant at the .05 level 
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test was set at .05 The range test determined that the 
significant difference was between these two pairs of groups 
(a) principals of small and large schools and (b) principals 
of medium and large schools. Principals of small schools 
reported the lowest level of satisfaction, principals of 
medium schools reported a higher level of satisfaction, and 
principals of large schools reported the highest level of 
satisfaction. Means for reporting level of satisfaction were: 
(a) principals of small schools, 2.13; (b) principals of 
medium schools, 2.18; and (c) principals of large schools, 
2.48. 
Ho 12 There is no significant difference in the 
reported threats to the job security of high 
school principals reporting levels of job 
satisfaction as: not satisfied, satisfied, or 
very satisfied. 
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if the 
principals' level of job satisfaction is related to the extent 
principals report issues as threats to their job security. 
This hypothesis was analyzed using a one-way analysis of 
variance. When a statistically significant difference was 
found, Duncan's multiple range test was performed to determine 
which groups were significantly different. Alpha for the 
Duncan test was set at .05. 
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As Table 40 indicates, the null hypothesis was rejected 
for five of the nine issues. There was a statistically 
significant difference in the extent the issue, "conflicts 
between principal's philosophy and that of the 
superintendent," was reported as a threat to principals' job 
security. According to the Duncan test, each group was 
significantly different from each other. The principals that 
were not satisfied found this issue most threatening, 
satisfied principals less threatening, and the very satisfied 
principals the least threatening. Means for reporting this 
issue as a challenge were: (a) not satisfied principals, 2.11; 
(b) satisfied principals, 1.65; and (c) very satisfied 
principals, 1.34. 
"Lack of liability insurance" was another issue that a 
significant difference was found. The range test shows that 
the difference is between the principals that are not 
satisfied and the principals that are very satisfied. The 
principals that were not satisfied were significantly more 
threatened by this issue. Means for reporting this issue as a 
challenge were: (a) not satisfied principals, 1.44; (b) 
satisfied principals, 1.30; and (c) very satisfied principals, 
1.19. 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the issue of 
"reorganization of schools within the school district." 
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Table 40 Comparison of reported threats to job security of 
high school principals according to their level of 
job satisfaction. 
Threat n Challenge SD F df 
Group mean 
Unsatisfactory Student performances 
Not Satisfied 36 2.08 .73 
Satisfied 114 2.05 .73 
Very Satisfied 96 1.95 .75 
Conflicts with teachers 
Not Satisfied 36 1.89 .57 
Satisfied 114 1.85 .67 
Very Satisfied 96 1.70 .54 
.71 2/243 50 
2 .12 2/243 .12 
Conflicts between my philosophy and that of the superintendent 
Not Satisfied 35 2.11 .80 
Satisfied 114 1.65 .69 
Very Satisfied 94 1.34 .54 
Lack of liability insurance 
Not Satisfied 36 1.44 .61 
Satisfied 114 1.30 .53 
Very Satisfied 95 1.19 .44 
18.55 2/240 .00* 
3.42 2/242 .03* 
Reduction in force due to declining enrollment 
Not Satisfied 36 1.92 .84 
Satisfied 114 1.83 .80 
Very Satisfied 96 1.73 .72 
.91 2/242 .40 
Reorganization of schools within district 
Not Satisfied 36 1.83 .81 
Satisfied 113 1.50 .72 
Very Satisfied 96 1.36 .67 
Reorganization of school districts 
Not Satisfied 35 2.06 ,87 
Satisfied 114 2.00 .84 
Very Satisfied 95 1.57 .75 
5.64 2/242 .00* 
8.76 2/241 .00* 
Scale for mean: 1 = No Challenge, 2 = Minor Challenge, 
3 = Major Challenge 
* = Significant at the .05 level 
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Table 40 (continued) 
Poor personal performance evaluation 
Not Satisfied 36 1.36 .54 1.95 2/243 .14 
Satisfied 114 1.39 .62 
Very Satisfied 96 1.24 .45 
Personal deficiencies in some skill areas needed for the 
principalship 
Not Satisfied 35 1.63 .69 4.15 2/241 .02* 
Satisfied 113 1.56 .57 
Very Satisfied 96 1.36 .53 
Duncan's test indicates two significant differences. The first 
is between the principals that are not satisfied and the 
principals that are satisfied with the principals that are not 
satisfied being more threatened. The second significant 
difference is between the principals that are not satisfied 
and the principals that are very satisfied with the not 
satisfied principals being more threatened. Means for 
reporting this issue as a challenge were: (a) not satisfied 
principals, 1.83; (b) satisfied principals, 1.50; and (c) very 
satisfied principals, 1.36. 
There was a significant difference found for the issue of 
"reorganization of school districts." The range test 
determined that the significant difference was between (a) 
principals that are not satisfied and very satisfied 
principals and (b) satisfied principals and very satisfied 
principals. On this issue, the principals that were not 
satisfied were the most threatened, satisfied principals were 
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less threatened, and the very satisfied principals were the 
least threatened. Means for reporting this issue as a 
challenge were: (a) not satisfied principals, 2,06; (b) 
satisfied principals, 2.00; and (c) very satisfied principals, 
1.57. 
"Personal deficiencies in some skill areas needed for the 
principalship" was another issue for which the null hypothesis 
was rejected. The significant difference was between (a) 
principals that are not satisfied and very satisfied 
principals and (b) satisfied principals and very satisfied 
principals. Principals that were not satisfied were the most 
threatened, satisfied principals less threatened, and the very 
satisfied principals the least threatened by this issue. 
Means for reporting this issue as a challenge were; (a) not 
satisfied principals, 1.63; (b) satisfied principals, 1.56; 
and (c) very satisfied principals, 1.36. 
Ho 13 There is no significant difference between the 
extent to which student issues are reported as 
challenges by high school principals reporting 
levels of job satisfaction as; not satisfied, 
satisfied, or very satisfied. 
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if the 
principals' level of job satisfaction is related to the extent 
principals report student issues as challenges. This 
hypothesis was analyzed using a one-way analysis of variance. 
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When a statistically significant difference was found, 
Duncan's multiple range test was performed to determine which 
groups were significantly different. Alpha for the Duncan 
test was set at .05. 
The null hypothesis was rejected four out of eleven times 
it was tested for student issues (see Table 41). It was 
rejected for the issue of "managing student behavior." 
Duncan's test indicates the significant difference is between 
these two pairs of groups (a) the principals that are not 
satisfied and the very satisfied principals and (b) satisfied 
principals and very satisfied principals. The principals that 
are not satisfied found this issue most challenging, the 
satisfied principals less challenging, and the very satisfied 
principals least challenging. Means for reporting this issue 
as a challenge were: (a) not satisfied principals, 2.31; (b) 
satisfied principals, 2.17; and (c) very satisfied principals, 
1.09. 
There was a significant difference on the issue of 
"complying with student records and regulations." Duncan's 
test indicates the significant difference is between these two 
pairs of groups (a) the principals that are not satisfied and 
the very satisfied principals and (b) the satisfied principals 
and the very satisfied principals. The principals that are 
not satisfied found this issue most challenging, the satisfied 
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Table 41 Comparison of the extent to which student issues are 
reported as challenges by principals according to 
their level of job satisfaction. 
Issue 
Group 
n Challenge 
mean 
SD df 
Managing student behavior 
Not Satisfied 35 2.31 .68 
Satisfied 109 2.17 .67 
Very Satisfied 88 1.09 .67 
Use of drugs by pupils 
Not Satisfied 35 2.20 .63 
Satisfied 110 2.09 .58 
Very Satisfied 88 2.06 .65 
Use of alcoholic beverages by students 
Not Satisfied 35 2.77 .49 
Satisfied 109 2.59 .56 
Very Satisfied 88 2.56 .54 
Pupil absenteeism 
Not Satisfied 35 2.29 .62 
Satisfied 110 2.34 .59 
Very Satisfied 88 2.23 .60 
Changing composition of student body 
Not Satisfied 34 1.76 .70 
Satisfied 109 1.71 .74 
Very Satisfied 88 1.55 .71 
5.80 2/229 .00* 
.68 2/230 .51 
2 . 2 6  
1. 69 
Complying with student records regulations 
Not Satisfied 34 1.62 .65 3.22 
Satisfied 110 1.54 .62 
Very Satisfied 88 1.36 .51 
Vandalism 
Not Satisfied 34 1.79 .54 4.08 
Satisfied 109 1.70 .60 
Very Satisfied 88 1.50 .61 
2/229 .11 
.80 2/230 .45 
2/228 19 
2/229 
2/228 
04* 
02* 
Scale for mean: 
* = Significant at 
1 = No Challenge, 2 
3 = Major Challenge 
.05 level 
= Minor Challenge, 
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Table 41 (continued) 
Violence in the schools 
Not Satisfied 34 1.35 .54 2.95 2/228 .05 
Satisfied 109 1.47 .59 
Very Satisfied 88 1.28 .45 
Level of parental involvement 
Not Satisfied 33 2.15 .57 1.37 2/226 .26 
Satisfied 109 2.15 .54 
Very Satisfied 87 2.01 .69 
Sexual behavior of pupils 
Not Satisfied 34 1.97 .63 3.93 2/227 .02* 
Satisfied 109 1.84 .61 
Very Satisfied 87 1.66 .63 
Child abuse 
Not Satisfied 34 1.82 .46 .08 2/229 .93 
Satisfied 110 1.81 .58 
Very Satisfied 88 1.78 .58 
principals less challenging, and the very satisfied principals 
least challenging. Means for reporting this issue as a 
challenge were; (a) not satisfied principals, 1.62; (b) 
satisfied principals, 1.54; and (c) very satisfied principals, 
1.36. 
"Vandalism" is another student issue for which the null 
hypothesis was rejected. Duncan's test indicates the 
significant difference is between these two pairs of groups 
(a) the principals that are not satisfied and the very 
satisfied principals and (b) the satisfied principals and the 
very satisfied principals. The principals that are not 
satisfied found this issue most challenging, the satisfied 
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principals less challenging, and the very satisfied principals 
least challenging. Means for reporting this issue as a 
challenge were: (a) not satisfied principals, 1.79; (b) 
satisfied principals, 1.70; and (c) very satisfied principals, 
1.50. 
"Sexual behavior of pupils" was an issue for which there 
was a significant difference. Duncan's test indicates the 
significant difference is between these two pairs of groups 
(a) the principals that are not satisfied and the very 
satisfied principals and (b) the satisfied principals and the 
very satisfied principals. The principals that are not 
satisfied found this issue most challenging, the satisfied 
principals less challenging, and the very satisfied principals 
least challenging. Means for reporting this issue as a 
challenge were: (a) not satisfied principals, 1.97; (b) 
satisfied principals, 1.84; and (c) very satisfied principals, 
1.66. 
Ho 14 There is no significant difference between the 
extent to which teacher issues are reported as 
challenges by high school principals reporting 
levels of job satisfaction as: not satisfied, 
satisfied, or very satisfied. 
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if the 
principals' level of job satisfaction is related to the extent 
principals report teacher issues as challenges. This 
153 
hypothesis was analyzed using a one-way analysis of variance. 
When a statistically significant difference was found, 
Duncan's multiple range test was performed to determine which 
groups were significantly different. Alpha for the Duncan 
test was set at .05. 
Of the nine teacher issues, the null hypothesis was 
rejected five times (see Table 42). There was a significant 
difference found for the issue of "dismissing incompetent 
staff." The Duncan range test indicates a significant 
difference between these two pairs of groups (a) the 
principals who are not satisfied were significantly more 
challenged than the very satisfied principals and (b) the 
satisfied principals who were significantly more challenged 
than the very satisfied principals. Means for reporting this 
issue as a challenge were; (a) not satisfied principals, 2.00; 
(b) satisfied principals, 2.01; and (c) very satisfied 
principals, 1.69. 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the issue of 
"evaluating teachers." The Duncan range test indicates a 
significant difference between these two pairs of groups (a) 
the principals who are not satisfied were significantly more 
challenged than the very satisfied principals and (b) the 
satisfied principals who were significantly more challenged 
than the very satisfied principals. Means for reporting this 
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Table 42 Comparison of the extent to which teacher issues are 
reported as challenges by principals according to 
their level of job satisfaction. 
Issue 
Group 
n Challenge SD 
mean 
df 
Use of alcoholic beverages by staff 
Not Satisfied 35 1.29 
Satisfied 109 1.39 
Very Satisfied 87 1.47 
Teacher absenteeism 
Not Satisfied 35 1.83 
Satisfied 110 1.68 
Very Satisfied 88 1.59 
Dismissing incompetent staff 
Not Satisfied 33 2.00 
Satisfied 110 2.01 
Very Satisfied 88 1.69 
.46 
.49 
.55 
.71 
.59 
.60 
.75 
.75 
,65 
1.79 
5.29 
2/228 .17 
1.93 2/230 .15 
2/228 .01* 
Evaluating teachers 
Not Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Very Satisfied 
Staff morale 
Not Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Very Satisfied 
34 
110 
88 
2.41 
2.33 
2.14 
34 2.29 
110 2.35 
88 1.92 
Teachers union activities 
.61 
.61 
.71 
.63 
.61 
. 6 8  
3.09 
11.38 
2/229 
2/229 
.047* 
.00* 
Not Satisfied 34 1. 85 .66 4.42 2/229 .01* 
Satisfied 110 1. 81 .67 
Very Satisfied 88 1. 56 .64 
Level of teacher performance 
Not Satisfied 34 2.21 .59 
Satisfied 110 2.27 .56 
Very Satisfied 87 2.03 .74 
3.46 2/228 03* 
Scale for mean: 1 = No Challenge, 2 = Minor Challenge, 
3 = Major Challenge 
* = Significant at the .05 level 
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Table 42 (continued) 
Teacher empowerment 
Not Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Very Satisfied 
34 
110 
88 
1.97 
1.86 
1.72 
.63 
« 66 
.62 
2.36 2/229 .10 
Phase III 
Not Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Very Satisfied 
34 
110 
88 
2.47 
2.31 
2.27 
.56 
.67 
.64 
1.18 2/229 .31 
issue as a challenge were: (a) not satisfied principals, 2.41; 
(b) satisfied principals, 2,33; and (c) very satisfied 
principals, 2.14. 
"Staff morale" was an issue for which the null hypothesis 
was rejected. The Duncan range test indicates a significant 
difference between these two pairs of groups (a) the 
principals who are not satisfied were significantly more 
challenged than the very satisfied principals and (b) the 
satisfied principals who were significantly more challenged 
than the very satisfied principals. Means for reporting this 
issue as a challenge were; (a) not satisfied principals, 2.29; 
(b) satisfied principals, 2.35; and (c) very satisfied 
principals, 1.92. 
There was a significant difference found on the issue of 
"teachers' union activities." The Duncan range test indicates 
a significant difference between these two pairs of groups (a) 
the principals who are not satisfied were significantly more 
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challenged than the very satisfied principals and (b) the 
satisfied principals who were significantly more challenged 
than the very satisfied principals. Means for reporting this 
issue as a challenge were: (a) not satisfied principals, 1.85; 
(b) satisfied principals, 1.81; and (c) very satisfied 
principals, 1.56. 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the issue of "level 
of teacher performance." The significant difference on this 
issue was between the satisfied principals who were 
significantly more challenged than the very satisfied 
principals. Means for reporting this issue as a challenge 
were: (a) not satisfied principals, 2.21; (b) satisfied 
principals, 2.27; and (c) very satisfied principals, 2.03. 
Ho 15 There is no significant difference between the 
extent to which program issues are reported as 
challenges by high school principals reporting 
levels of job satisfaction as: not satisfied, 
satisfied, or very satisfied. 
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if the 
principals' level of job satisfaction is related to the extent 
principals report program issues as challenges. This 
hypothesis was analyzed using a one-way analysis of variance. 
When a statistically significant difference was found, 
Duncan's multiple range test was performed to determine which 
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groups were significantly different. Alpha for the Duncan 
test was set at .05. 
As Table 43 illustrates, the null hypothesis was rejected 
for five of the twelve program issues. There was a 
significant difference found for the issue of "declining test 
scores." The Duncan range test indicates a significant 
difference between these two pairs of groups (a) the 
principals who are not satisfied were significantly more 
challenged than the very satisfied principals and (b) the 
satisfied principals who were significantly more challenged 
than the very satisfied principals. Means for reporting this 
issue as a challenge were; (a) not satisfied principals, 1.97; 
(b) satisfied principals, 1.94; and (c) very satisfied 
principals, 1.67. 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the issue of "effort 
to effectively mesh routine classroom instruction with special 
academic pull-out programs." The Duncan range test indicates 
a significant difference between these two pairs of groups (a) 
the principals who are not satisfied were significantly more 
challenged than the very satisfied principals and (b) the 
satisfied principals who were significantly more challenged 
than the very satisfied principals. Means for reporting this 
issue as a challenge were: (a) not satisfied principals, 1.94; 
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Table 43 Comparison of the extent to which program issues are 
reported as challenges by principals according to 
their level of job satisfaction. 
Issue n Challenge SD F df p 
Group mean 
Providing programs for gifted and talented students 
Not Satisfied 34 2.15 .76 1.36 2/226 .26 
Satisfied 109 2.13 .63 
Very Satisfied 88 1.99 .64 
Providing programs 
Not Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Very Satisfied 
Providing programs 
Not Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Very Satisfied 
for underachievers 
34 2.29 .68 
109 2.33 .61 
88 2.19 .68 
1.12 2/228 .33 
2/229 .26 
for handicapped learners 
34 1.94 .65 1.37 
110 1.90 .64 
88 1.77 .60 
for At-Risk Students 
34 2.62 .60 1.71 2/229 .18 
110 2.45 .60 
88 2.39 .65 
Not Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Very Satisfied 
Inadequate availability of computers, video machine etc. for 
instructional purposes 
Not Satisfied 34 1.79 .77 .35 2/229 .70 
Satisfied 110 1.78 .68 
Very Satisfied 88 1.70 .71 
Declining test scores 
Not Satisfied 34 1.97 .67 4.42 2/229 .01* 
Satisfied 110 1.94 .71 
Very Satisfied 88 1.67 .66 
Non-English speaking students 
Not Satisfied 34 1.29 .58 
Satisfied 108 1.25 .48 
Very Satisfied 87 1.20 .45 
60 2/226 .55 
Scale for mean; 1 = No Challenge, 2 
3 = Major Challenge 
* = Significant at the .05 level. 
Minor Challenge, 
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Table 43 (continued) 
Efforts to effectively mesh routine classroom instruction with 
special academic pull-out programs 
Not Satisfied 34 1.94 .74 4.33 2/229 .01* 
Satisfied 110 1.88 .70 
Very Satisfied 88 1.64 .57 
Coping with federal regulations 
Not Satisfied 34 2.24 .70 5.69 2/225 .00* 
Satisfied 106 1.91 .69 
Very Satisfied 88 1.77 .66 
Coping with state regulations/initiatives 
Not Satisfied 34 2.71 .58 10.14 2/227 .00* 
Satisfied 109 2.72 .47 
Very Satisfied 87 2.36 .70 
Special needs of latchkey children 
Not Satisfied 34 2.00 .60 3.36 2/228 .04* 
Satisfied 110 1.75 .55 
Very Satisfied 87 1.70 .61 
Increased interest in pre-kindergarten programs 
Not Satisfied 34 1.62 .70 .62 2/229 .54 
Satisfied 110 1.48 .63 
Very Satisfied 88 1.55 .68 
(b) satisfied principals, 1.88; and (c) very satisfied 
principals, 1.64. 
"Coping with federal regulations" was a program issue for 
which there was a significant difference. Duncan's test 
reveals a significant difference between two pairs of groups 
(a) the principals who are not satisfied are significantly 
more challenged than the satisfied principals and (b) the 
principals that are not satisfied are significantly more 
challenged than the very satisfied principals. Means for 
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reporting this issue as a challenge were: (a) not satisfied 
principals, 2.24; (b) satisfied principals, 1.91; and (c) very-
satisfied principals, 1.77. 
There was a significant difference found for the issue of 
"coping with state regulations and initiatives." The Duncan 
range test indicates a significant difference between these 
two pairs of groups (a) the principals who are not satisfied 
were significantly more challenged than the very satisfied 
principals and (b) the satisfied principals who were 
significantly more challenged than the very satisfied 
principals. Means for reporting this issue as a challenge 
were: (a) not satisfied principals, 2.71; (b) satisfied 
principals, 2.72; and (c) very satisfied principals, 2.36. 
The null hypothesis was also rejected for the issue of 
"special needs of latchkey children." Duncan's test reveals a 
significant difference between two pairs of groups (a) the 
principals who are not satisfied are significantly more 
challenged than the satisfied principals and (b) the 
principals that are not satisfied are significantly more 
challenged than the very satisfied principals. Means for 
reporting this issue as a challenge were: (a) not satisfied 
principals, 2.00; (b) satisfied principals, 1.75; and (c) very 
satisfied principals, 1.70. 
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Ho 16 There is no significant difference between the 
extent to which planning issues are reported as 
challenges by high school principals reporting 
levels of job satisfaction as: not satisfied, 
satisfied, or very satisfied. 
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if the 
principals' level of job satisfaction is related to the extent 
principals report planning issues as challenges. This 
hypothesis was analyzed using a one-way analysis of variance. 
When a statistically significant difference was found, 
Duncan's multiple range test was performed to determine which 
groups were significantly different. Alpha for the Duncan 
test was set at .05. 
The null hypothesis was rejected for three of the ten 
planning issues (see Table 44). A significant difference was 
found for the issue of "shared programs." The range test 
indicated this difference was between the satisfied principals 
who were more challenged by this issue than the very satisfied 
principals. Means for reporting this issue as a challenge 
were: (a) not satisfied principals, 2.15; (b) satisfied 
principals, 2.13; and (c) very satisfied principals, 1.86. 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the issue of "shared 
employees." The Duncan range test indicates a significant 
difference between these two pairs of groups (a) the 
principals who are not satisfied were significantly more 
challenged than the very satisfied principals and (b) the 
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Table 44 Comparison of the extent to which planning issues 
are reported as challenges by principals according 
to their reported level of job satisfaction. 
Issue 
Group 
n Challenge SD 
mean 
df P 
Declining enrollment 
Not Satisfied 34 1.91 .87 
Satisfied 110 2.13 .76 
Very Satisfied 88 2.08 .83 
Increasing enrollment 
Not Satisfied 34 1.32 .53 
Satisfied 110 1.22 .46 
Very Satisfied 88 1.27 .56 
Crisis management 
Not Satisfied 34 1.91 .57 
Satisfied 110 1.92 .65 
Very Satisfied 87 1.83 .67 
Teacher shortages 
Not Satisfied 34 1.50 
Satisfied 110 1.57 
Very Satisfied 88 1.43 
Site-based management 
Not Satisfied 34 1.91 
Satisfied 109 1.74 
Very Satisfied 88 1.68 
Financing district 
Not Satisfied 34 2.35 
Satisfied 110 2.29 
Very Satisfied 87 2.28 
Restructuring boundaries 
Not Satisfied 34 1.76 
Satisfied 109 1.80 
Very Satisfied 88 1.59 
.  62  
.64 
.64 
. 71 
.64 
.67 
.69 
.79 
.76 
. 8 2  
.83 
.75 
94 2/229 .39 
.65 2/229 53 
.52 
1.20 
2/228 
2/229 
60 
.30 
1.47 2/228 .23 
.13 2/228 88 
1.84 2/228 .16 
Scale for mean: 1 = No Challenge, 2 = Minor Challenge, 
3 = Major Challenge 
* = Significant at the .05 level 
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Table 44 (continued) 
Shared programs 
Not Satisfied 34 2.15 .78 3.35 2/228 .04* 
Satisfied 109 2.13 .76 
Very Satisfied 88 1.86 .78 
Shared employees 
Not Satisfied 34 2.03 .76 4.98 2/229 .01* 
Satisfied 110 2.05 .76 
Very Satisfied 88 1.73 .74 
Planning or goal setting 
Not Satisfied 33 2.15 .62 6.95 2/228 .00* 
Satisfied 110 2.27 .62 
Very Satisfied 88 1.93 .67 
satisfied principals who were significantly more challenged 
than the very satisfied principals. Means for reporting this 
issue as a challenge were: (a) not satisfied principals, 2.03; 
(b) satisfied principals, 2.05; and (c) very satisfied 
principals, 1.73. 
"Planning or goal setting" was also an issue for which 
there was a significant difference. The range test indicated 
this difference was between the satisfied principals who were 
more challenged by this issue than the very satisfied 
principals. Means for reporting this issue as a challenge 
were: (a) not satisfied principals, 2.15; (b) satisfied 
principals, 2.27; and (c) very satisfied principals, 1.93. 
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Ho 17 There is no significant difference between the 
extent to which relationship issues are reported 
as challenges by high school principals reporting 
levels of job satisfaction as: not satisfied, 
satisfied, or very satisfied. 
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if the 
principals' level of job satisfaction is related to the extent 
principals report relationship issues as challenges. This 
hypothesis was analyzed using a one-way analysis of variance. 
When a statistically significant difference was found, 
Duncan's multiple range test was performed to determine which 
groups were significantly different. Alpha for the Duncan 
test was set at .05. 
As Table 45 illustrates, the null hypothesis was rejected 
for all of the five relationship issues. For the issue of 
"central office involvement in school building decisions," the 
Duncan test indicates that each group is significantly 
different from each other. Principals who are not satisfied 
were the most challenged, satisfied principals less 
challenged, and the very satisfied principals the least 
challenged. Means for reporting this issue as a challenge 
were: (a) not satisfied principals, 2.03; (b) satisfied 
principals, 1.69; and (c) very satisfied principals, 1.44. 
Analyzing the issue of "board/superintendent relations," 
the Duncan range test indicates a significant difference 
between these two pairs of groups (a) the principals who are 
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Table 45 Comparison of the extent to which relationship 
issues are reported as challenges by high school 
principals according to their level of job 
satisfaction. 
Issue n Challenge SD F df 
Group mean 
Central office involvement in school building decisions 
Not Satisfied 33 2.03 .77 
Satisfied 109 1.69 .68 
Very Satisfied 87 1.44 .60 
Board/superintendent relations 
Not Satisfied 34 2.03 .76 
Satisfied 110 1.76 .74 
Very Satisfied 88 1.51 .61 
School/community relations 
Not Satisfied 34 2.15 .66 
Satisfied 110 1.95 .70 
Very Satisfied 88 1.66 .64 
Administrator/employee relations 
Not Satisfied 33 2.06 .56 
Satisfied 110 1.96 .65 
Very Satisfied 88 1.69 .61 
10. 05 
7.50 
8.14 
Superintendent/other administrator relations 
Not Satisfied 33 2.24 .75 15.65 
Satisfied 110 1.79 .73 
Very Satisfied 87 1.46 .64 
2/226 
2/229 
2/229 
. 0 0 *  
00* 
. 0 0 *  
6.33 2/228 00* 
2/227 .00* 
Scale for mean: 1 = No Challenge 
2 = Minor Challenge 
3 = Major Challenge 
* = Significant at the .05 level 
not satisfied were significantly more challenged than the very 
satisfied principals and (b) the satisfied principals who were 
significantly more challenged than the very satisfied 
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principals. Means for reporting this issue as a challenge 
were: (a) not satisfied principals, 2.03; (b) satisfied 
principals, 1.76; and (c) very satisfied principals, 1.51. 
The same difference was found for the issue of 
"school/community relations." The Duncan range test indicates 
a significant difference between these two pairs of groups (a) 
the principals who are not satisfied were significantly more 
challenged than the very satisfied principals and (b) the 
satisfied principals who were significantly more challenged 
than the very satisfied principals. Means for reporting this 
issue as a challenge were: (a) not satisfied principals, 2.15; 
(b) satisfied principals, 1.95; and (c) very satisfied 
principals, 1.66. 
In rejecting the null hypothesis for the issue of 
"administrator/employee relations," the Duncan range test 
indicates a significant difference between these two pairs of 
groups (a) the principals who are not satisfied were 
significantly more challenged than the very satisfied 
principals and (b) the satisfied principals who were 
significantly more challenged than the very satisfied 
principals. Means for reporting this issue as a challenge 
were: (a) not satisfied principals, 2.06; (b) satisfied 
principals, 1.96; and (c) very satisfied principals, 1.69. 
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Considering the issue of "superintendent/other 
administrator relations" the range test illustrated each group 
was significantly different from each other. Principals who 
are not satisfied were the most challenged, satisfied 
principals less challenged, and very satisfied principals the 
least challenged. Means for reporting this issue as a 
challenge were: (a) not satisfied principals, 2.24; (b) 
satisfied principals, 1.79; and (c) very satisfied principals, 
1.46. 
Ho 18 There is no significant difference in the 
reported level of authority of high school 
principals reporting levels of job satisfaction 
as: not satisfied, satisfied, or very satisfied. 
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if the 
principals' reported level of authority is related to the 
principals' reported level of job satisfaction. This 
hypothesis was analyzed using a one-way analysis of variance. 
As Table 46 indicates the null hypothesis was rejected. Since 
a statistically significant difference was found, Duncan's 
multiple range test was performed to determine which groups 
were significantly different. Alpha for the Duncan test was 
set at .05. Duncan's test indicates that each group is 
significantly different from each other. The principals that 
are not satisfied report the lowest level of authority, 
satisfied principals a higher level of authority, and the very 
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satisfied principals the highest level of authority. Means 
for reporting level of authority were; (a) not satisfied 
principals, 1.42; (b) satisfied principals, 1.70; and (c) very 
satisfied principals, 1.86. 
Table 46 Comparison of the extent to which the principals' 
level of authority is reported according to their 
level of job satisfaction. 
Level of 
satisfaction 
n Authority 
mean 
SD F df P 
Not Satisfied 36 1.42 .50 14.83 2/244 .00* 
Satisfied 115 1.70 .46 
Very Satisfied 96 1.86 .34 
Scale for mean: 1 = Not high authority 
2 = High authority 
Ho 19 There is no significant difference in the 
reported threats to job security of high school 
principals of small, medium, or large schools. 
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if the 
number of students principals supervise is related to the 
extent principals report threats to job security. This 
hypothesis was analyzed using a one-way analysis of variance. 
When a statistically significant difference was found, 
Duncan's multiple range test was performed to determine which 
groups were significantly different. Alpha for the Duncan 
test was set at .05. 
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As indicated in Table 47, the null hypothesis was 
rejected for two threats to job security. There was a 
significant statistical difference in the extent the issue of 
"conflicts with teachers" was reported as a job threat. 
Duncan's test indicates the difference is between principals 
of small and medium schools who are significantly more 
challenged by this issue than principals of small schools. 
Means for reporting this issue as a challenge were: (a) 
principals of small schools, 1.65; (b) principals of medium 
schools, 1.88; and (c) principals of large schools, 1.76. 
There was also a significant statistical difference found 
in the extent that "reorganization of schools districts" was 
reported as a job threat. The range test revealed that each 
group was statistically different of each other in reporting 
this job threat. Principals of small schools reported this 
issue most threatening, principals of medium schools less 
threatening, and principals of large schools the least 
threatening. Means for reporting this issue as a challenge 
were: (a) principals of small schools, 2.35; (b) principals of 
medium schools, 1.86; and (c) principals of large schools, 
1.26. 
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Table 47 Comparison of reported threats to job security of 
high school principals of small, medium, or large 
schools. 
Threat 
Group 
n Challenge 
mean 
SD df 
Unsatisfactory Student performances 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
6 2  
125 
62 
1.85 
2.10 
2.05 
Conflicts with teachers 
Small 62 1.65 
Medium 125 1.88 
Large 62 1.76 
.63 
.72 
.84 
60 
66 
50 
2.30 2/246 .10 
3.21 2/246 .04* 
Conflicts between my philosophy and that of the superintendent 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
62 
122 
62 
1.55 
1.57 
1.68 
Lack of liability insurance 
Small 62 1.19 
Medium 124 1.33 
Large 62 1.26 
.67 
.73 
.67 
.40 
.55 
.54 
Reduction in force due to declining 
Small 62 1.92 .82 
Medium 125 1.74 .73 
Large 62 1.81 .81 
.62 2/243 
1.53 2/245 
enrollment 
1.07 2/246 
.54 
. 2 2  
.34 
Reorganization of schools within district 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
61 
125 
62 
1.57 
1.44 
1.53 
.81 
. 6 8  
.76 
Reorganization of school districts 
Small 62 2.35 .79 
Medium 124 1.86 .80 
Large 61 1.26 .57 
.79 2/246 
18.43 2/244 
.46 
. 0 0 *  
Scale for mean; 1 = No Challenge, 2 = Minor Challenge, 
3 = Major Challenge 
* = Significant at the .05 level 
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Table 47 (continued) 
Poor personal performance evaluation 
Small 62 1.34 .54 .14 2/246 .87 
Medium 125 1.33 .56 
Large 62 1.29 .52 
Personal deficiencies in some skill areas needed for the 
principalship 
Small 62 1.45 .56 .27 2/244 .76 
Medium 125 1.51 .58 
Large 60 1.47 .60 
Ho 20 There is no significant difference in the 
reported threats to job security of high school 
principals reporting a higher level of authority 
and those principals reporting a lower level of 
authority. 
The purpose of this hypothesis is to determine if there 
is a significant difference between principals with a high 
level of authority and principals with a lower level of 
authority in reporting threats to job security. This 
hypothesis was tested using the independent t-test. 
The null hypothesis was rejected for only one threat to 
job security (see Table 48). Principals with a lower level of 
authority found conflicts with teachers significantly more 
threatening to their job security than principals with a 
higher reported level of authority. Means for reporting this 
issue as a challenge were: (a) principals with a lower level 
of authority, 1.86; and (b) principals with a higher level of 
authority, 1.49. 
172 
Table 48 Comparison of reported threats to job security of 
high school principals by principals according to 
their reported level of authority. 
Threat n Challenge SD t Two-tailed 
Group mean Probability 
Unsatisfactory Student performances 
Not High 68 2.03 .79 -.04 .97 
High 179 2.03 .71 
Conflicts with teachers 
Not High 68 1.79 .64 -.05 .96 
High 179 1.80 .60 
Conflicts between my philosophy and that of the superintendent 
Not High 66 1.86 .76 3.82 .00* 
High 178 1.49 .65 
Lack of liability insurance 
Not High 68 1.34 .54 1.08 .28 
High 178 1.26 .51 
Reduction in force due to declining enrollment 
Not High 68 1.76 .76 -.51 .61 
High 179 1.82 .78 
Reorganization of schools within district 
Not High 67 1.52 .73 .35 .73 
High 179 1.49 .74 
Reorganization of school districts 
Not High 68 1.85 .82 .09 .93 
High 177 1.84 .85 
Scale for mean: 1 = No Challenge, 2 = Minor Challenge, 
3 = Major Challenge 
a = Separate Variance estimate used 
* = Significant at the .05 level 
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Table 48 (continued) 
Poor personal performance evaluation 
Not High 68 1.32 .56 -.01 .99 
High 179 1.32 .55 
Personal deficiencies in some skill areas needed for the 
principalship 
Not High 68 1.53 .61 .67 .51 
High 177 1.47 .57 
Summary 
The first section of this chapter presented a general 
summary of the high school principalship in the State of Iowa. 
This was done by presenting a general view of the results of 
the "Iowa Secondary School Principals' Status and Opinion 
Study." The second section of this chapter presented a 
descriptive analysis of the data used for the variables of 
this study. The third section presented the results of the 
twenty hypotheses that were tested using the independent t 
test, one-way analysis of variance, and Duncan's multiple 
range test. 
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CHAPTER V. DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The scope of this study examined factors affecting the 
high school principalship in the State of Iowa. The specific 
purpose of this study analyzed the possible affects of the 
following areas on high school principals' level of job 
satisfaction: (a) level of authority of high school 
principals, (c) job security issues, (d) educational issues as 
challenges facing Iowa's high school principals, and (e) size 
of school. Furthermore, relationships were identified and 
analyzed among the following variables: (a) size of school, 
(b) level of authority, (c) threats to job security, and (d) 
educational issues as challenges. 
This chapter contains four sections: (a) a summary of the 
study, (b) a presentation and discussion of conclusions drawn 
from the study, (c) statement of limitations, and (d) 
recommendations for further research. 
Summary 
The Study 
This study, limited to high school principals employed by 
Iowa's public school districts in the spring of 1989, posed 
twenty-five research questions to guide this study. Research 
questions centered around the following: (a) level of job 
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satisfaction of high school principals and the factors that 
might affect job satisfaction, (b) level of authority and the 
factors that seem to affect this level of authority, (c) job 
security issues, (d) issues and challenges facing high school 
principals, and (e) effect of the size of school the principal 
administers on the previous four factors. 
Chapter II. reviewed the relevant literature and research 
concerning the main aspects of this study. Discussion 
included the history of the high school to give a context from 
which to discuss the high school principalship. The second 
section dealt with the historical development and the changing 
role of the high school principalship. Section three of 
Chapter II. focused on issues and challenges facing 
principals. The fourth section analyzed the concept of 
principals' authority. Job satisfaction was covered in the 
fifth section. Discussed in the sixth section was research 
concerning the possible affect the size a principal's school 
has on the other variables considered in this study. 
Chapter III. detailed the methodology and procedures used 
in this study. The survey instrument entitled, "Iowa 
Secondary School Principals' Status and Opinion Study," 
conducted in February of 1989 co-operatively by Iowa State 
University, University of Northern Iowa, and School 
Administrators of Iowa was used to collect data for this 
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study. The sample for the study consisted of 253 high school 
principals whose responsibility included a combination of 
grades ten, eleven, and twelve. All other secondary 
principals were excluded including K-12 principals. This 
represented a return rate of 58%. Statistical analysis done 
at Iowa State University included descriptive statistics, use 
of the independent t test, and one way analysis of variance. 
Significant difference was tested using Duncan's Multiple 
Range test. 
Chapter IV. contained the findings of this study. 
Descriptive results and statistical analysis of the data were 
presented. The major findings of this study are listed in the 
following sections. 
Descriptive Data 
The typical principal is a white 46 year old male. A 
large majority of principals (82%) report they would become a 
secondary principal again if given the chance. Morale of high 
school principals is extremely high. Almost all (96%) of the 
principals report their level of morale using one of following 
two descriptors from the survey: "good, could be better" or 
"excellent." Less than half of the principals (47%) report 
the superintendency as an ultimate career goal. Of the 
principals who report the principalship not to be their final 
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goal, 25% indicate a desire to leave education. Less than 
half (34%) of Iowa's principals who hold a Masters Degree 
received their degree from one of the three state 
universities. Most principals serve in schools with very low 
minority populations. Principals report state mandates and 
initiatives produce the most change in their schools and the 
national professional associations are least helpful in 
promoting change. 
Job Satisfaction 
Most principals are satisfied. Among the responding 
principals, 47% report their level of job satisfaction as 
"satisfied," and 39% of the principals report their level of 
job satisfaction as "very satisfied." 
Some principals are dissatisfied. One principal reports 
being "very dissatisfied." Fourteen principals (6%) report 
being "dissatisfied." Twenty-one principals (8%) report being 
"neutral." 
The size of school' principals administer significantly 
relates to their level of job satisfaction. 
Principals' level of authority significantly relates to 
their level of job satisfaction. 
The following five job security issues significantly 
relate to principals' level of job satisfaction: 
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(a) conflicts between the principal's philosophy and 
that of the superintendent 
(b) lack of liability insurance 
(c) reorganization of schools within district 
(d) reorganization of school districts 
(e) personal deficiencies in some skill areas needed 
for the principalship 
Twenty-two educational issues significantly relate to 
principals' level of job satisfaction. Grouped by categories 
they include; 
Student issues 
(a) managing student behavior 
(b) complying with student records and regulations 
(c) vandalism 
(d) sexual behavior of students 
Teacher issues 
(a) dismissing incompetent staff 
(b) staff morale 
(c) level of teacher performance 
(d) evaluating teachers 
(e) teachers' union activities 
Program issues 
(a) declining test scores 
(b) efforts to effectively mesh routine classroom 
instruction with special academic pull-out 
programs 
(c) coping with federal regulations 
(d) special needs of latchkey children 
(e) coping with state regulations and initiatives 
Planning issues 
(a) shared programs 
(b) shared employees 
(c) planning or goal setting 
Relationship issues 
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(a) central office involvement in school building 
decisions 
(b) board/superintendent relations 
(c) school/community relations 
(d) administrator/employee relations 
(e) superintendent and other administrator relations 
Level of Authority 
The level of authority of Iowa's high school principals 
is high. Twenty-four percent of the principals report they 
have a "moderate" level of authority and 72,4% report a "high" 
level of authority. 
Very few principals report a low level of authority. 
Nine of 253 principals (4%) report a "low" level of authority. 
One threat to the job security significantly relates to 
principals' level of authority: "conflicts between the 
principal's philosophy and that of the superintendent." 
Three educational issues significantly relate to 
principals' level of authority. Grouped by categories they 
include: one planning issue, "shared employees" and two 
relationship issues, "central office involvement in school 
building decisions" and "superintendent and other 
administrator relations." Level of authority does not 
significantly relate to any student, teacher, or program 
issues. 
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Job Security Issues 
The two most threatening job security issues to 
principals are: "reorganization of school districts" and 
"unsatisfactory student performance." The two least 
threatening job security issues to principals are: "lack of 
liability insurance"and "poor personal performance 
evaluation." 
The size of the school that principals administer 
significantly relates to two threats to the job security. 
These threats are: "conflicts with teachers" and 
"reorganization of school districts." 
Issues and Challenges 
Of 47 issues confronting high school principals currently 
or in the future, principals identify the following as the 
five most challenging: 
(a) student use of alcohol 
(b) coping with state regulations 
(c) providing programs for at-risk students 
(d) Phase III (teacher performance pay) incentives 
(e) financing the district 
principals report the following as the five least challenging 
educational issues: 
(a) complying with student records regulations 
(b) use of alcoholic beverages by staff 
(c) violence in the schools 
(d) increasing enrollment 
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(e) non-English speaking students 
Size of school relates significantly to thirteen 
educational issues. Grouped by categories they include: 
Student issues 
(a) use of drugs by pupils 
(b) changing composition of the student body 
Teacher issue: use of alcoholic beverages by staff 
Program issues 
(a) providing programs for gifted and talented 
students 
(b) providing programs for at-risk students 
(c) declining test scores 
(d) non-English speaking students 
Planning issues 
(a) declining enrollment 
(b) shared programs 
(c) shared employees 
(d) increasing enrollment 
(e) site-based management 
Relationship issue: central office involvement in school 
building decisions 
Size of School 
As discussed in previous sections, the size of school 
principals administer significantly relates to: (a) level of 
job satisfaction, (b) threats to job security, and (c) 
educational issues. 
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Conclusions and Discussion 
Descriptive statistics detailing the typical principal in 
the State of Iowa are consistent with other state surveys of 
the principalship: Hawaii (Araki, Adachi, Thompson, Tuttle, & 
Varney, 1979): Pennsylvania, (Caldwell, Hertzog, Riddle, & 
Steinhart, 1981); and Georgia (Georgia Professional Standards 
Commission, 1984). Findings of this study are also consistent 
with two national surveys (Byrne et al,, 1978) (Pellicer et 
al., 1988) conducted by the National Association of Secondary 
School Principals. 
Iowa's principals rate themselves high in job 
satisfaction and authority as do principals represented in 
other state and national studies. 
Iowa's principals do not have as many women or minority 
groups represented in their group as other states, a fact 
echoed by Iowa's Superintendent of Education, Dr. William 
Lepley (1991), in his most recent "Condition of the Schools" 
speech. Lack of ethnic diversity in the principalship is 
probably due to the homogeneity of Iowa's population and lack 
of many large population centers in the state. Lack of gender 
diversity might be attributed to the prevailing dominance of 
white males on school boards and in administrative positions 
in Iowa. The implications of this finding are quite clear. 
More women and minorities should be recruited for school 
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boards and administrative positions in Iowa so that schools 
might be responsive to all student and faculty needs. 
It is of interest to note principals seem to agree that 
state mandates and initiatives provide strong direction for 
change in education on the state level. A large number of 
principals, (77%) credit these state mandates and initiatives 
as being responsible for change in their schools. This is 
probably due in part to the state's dominant role in the 
process of educational change. Given the rather high level of 
job satisfaction of high school principals, the study seems to 
suggest that principals might agree with the change that is 
taking place. In contrast, this study notes that 94% of the 
principals report national professional organizations are 
least responsible for change. This might suggest some study 
on the part of the national organizations and their role of 
fulfilling the needs of their constituents in terms of 
principals being agents of change in education. 
Of interest is the finding that only 34% of Iowa's public 
school principals who have a Masters degree received that 
degree from one of the three state universities. Since the 
state universities appear to have a good working relationship 
with the public schools, this makes the finding somewhat 
ironic. This might suggest the need for building stronger 
working relationships within the entire educational system in 
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Iowa. These relationships might be strengthened by improving 
the state universities' assessability to future principal 
candidates in terms of degree and program offerings. This 
finding could also suggest that Iowa's educational system is 
very good and attracts people from surrounding areas. 
Job Security Issues 
Principals reported the degree to which each threat was a 
challenge to their job security using the following responses: 
(1) No challenge, (2) Minor challenge, and (3) Major 
challenge. The mean of this challenge rating, referred to as 
the "Challenge mean," is included with each issue discussed. 
Not surprising is the finding that principals identify 
the issue, "reorganization of school districts" as most 
threatening (Challenge mean of 1.84) to their job security. 
This seems to be the prevailing climate in the state with the 
emphasis on reducing the number of districts and, therefore, 
high schools. "Unsatisfactory student performance" as a 
threat (Challenge mean of 2.02) can be traced back to concepts 
of instructional leadership placing accountability on the 
leader. Principals are supposed to be held accountable for 
the academic progress of students under their supervision. 
Principals could be threatened by this accountability if they 
do not have control over all factors leading to increased 
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student performance. It is of importance to note that 
principals do seem to feel responsible for the academic 
progress of their students and, therefore, take seriously the 
instructional leadership component of the principalship. 
Size of School and Threats to Job Security 
Principals of medium-sized schools are most threatened 
(Challenge mean of 1.88) by the issue of "teacher conflicts." 
This probably reflects their position of not being in more 
formalized relationships like principals in large schools or 
more personal relationships as principals in small schools. 
Principals of large high schools have formal processes to deal 
with teacher conflict. Because of the insulation provided by 
formal procedures, the principal is not likely to feel very 
threatened. Principals of smaller high schools have a more 
"personal presence" with teachers and thus are not as likely 
to feel threatened. Principals of medium-sized schools deal 
with staffs that are not large enough for an impersonal 
conflict resolution style found in large schools and not small 
enough for the more personal style of principals found in 
smaller schools. Principals of medium-sized schools must use 
an unpredetermined combination of conflict resolution styles 
and are likely more threatened by this issue than other 
principals. Principals of small schools might also have a 
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doser working relationship with the superintendent and feel 
more secure with teacher conflicts. Principals of large 
schools, because of their distance from the central office, 
feel more in control and probably are less threatened. 
Conflict resolution seems to be an important skill necessary 
to the principalship. 
Principals of small schools are most threatened 
(Challenge mean of 2.35) by the issue of "reorganization of 
school districts." This is not surprising because, as a 
group, they are the most involved in this activity. 
Reorganization is driven by state policies affecting school 
finance, consolidation, and reorganization. 
Educational Issues 
Principals reported the degree to which each educational 
issue was a challenge using the following responses: (1) No 
challenge, (2) Minor challenge, and (3) Major challenge. The 
mean of this challenge rating, referred to as the "Challenge 
mean," is included with each issue discussed. 
Five Most Challenging 
Of all 47 issues challenging principals, principals rate 
"the use of alcohol by students" as the most challenging 
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(Challenge mean of 2.60) issue. This is not surprising as 
alcohol is the drug of choice for most high school students. 
Part of the problem with student use of alcohol is the 
"double-standard" that exists in our society. Society does 
not want students to use alcohol, but it does not seem to want 
to take the preventative and punitive steps necessary to stop 
student use of alcohol. Iowa's law keeping confidential all 
records pertaining to possession of alcohol arrests for minors 
exemplifies this double standard. This law renders most high 
school eligibility codes for extracurricular activities 
useless. These codes are the most effective tool high schools 
have for discouraging alcohol abuse. Alcohol abuse is not a 
problem that will go away by itself. It should be dealt with 
at an earlier age using the same intense educational effort 
that is focused on AIDS, smoking, and other drugs. 
Other issues that principals report most challenging 
include: (a) coping with state regulations (Challenge mean of 
2-58), (b) providing programs for at-risk students (Challenge 
mean of 2.45), (c) Phase III (Challenge mean of 2.32), and (d) 
financing the district (Challenge mean of 2.29). These issues 
are probably the most challenging because they are the most 
time consuming, troublesome, and difficult to manage. In the 
recent past, these issues have been the major issues of 
education in Iowa. It seems impossible for principals to 
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escape from dealing with these challenges. It is of interest 
to note that these five issues form an educational agenda that 
seems to be a diversion. A different agenda will have to be 
adopted by educators and those parties in control of education 
to produce excellence for Iowa's schools in the twenty-first 
century. 
Five Least Challenging 
Of note here is the finding that violence is in the 
bottom five challenges (Challenge mean of 1.38). It appears 
that high school principals believe Iowa's schools to be safe 
places. This is not the usual perception of schools in other 
states. 
Size of school and Educational Issues as Challenges 
Principals of large schools are most challenged 
(Challenge mean of 2.37) by the issue, "use of drugs by 
pupils." This problem is usually associated with larger urban 
areas. Drug use, while still a major problem in the large 
urban areas and larger high schools, seems also to be a 
challenge for principals of medium-sized schools as well. 
This is most likely due to the proximity of these medium-sized 
communities to the life style prevalent in large urban areas. 
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It is intriguing to note that principals of small school are 
the least challenged (Challenge mean of 1.89) by this issue. 
This finding seems to suggest that principals of small schools 
do not consider drugs a significant problem at their schools. 
This finding suggests that principals of medium-sized schools 
need to be alert about drug-related activity and intensify 
educational programs aimed at preventing drug use. 
"Changing composition of the student body" is an issue 
most challenging (Challenge mean of 1.82) to principals of 
large schools. Problems that challenge our schools will 
change just as Iowa's communities change. This is an 
indication of the constant change going on in large urban 
communities. Since schools reflect communities, changes in 
communities bring about changes in their schools. Programs in 
these schools should be modified and adjusted to fit the needs 
of the changing population of students. 
It is intriguing to note that principals of large schools 
report "the use of alcoholic beverages by staff," to be a 
significant challenge (Challenge mean of 1.56). This 
challenge can be explained in many ways. The larger the 
teaching staff, the more the staff reflects society in 
general. In smaller schools, as well as smaller communities, 
people are more cautious about perceptions of peers, 
especially when these perceptions are negative. Teachers in 
190 
smaller schools are more visible and thus more apt to adhere 
to the general values and norms of smaller communities. 
In larger high schools, teachers can be less visible 
because of their large numbers. Consequently, a teacher with 
an alcohol problem would not stand out as much in a large 
school as in a small school. This reduces the pressure on the 
teacher to conform. This might lead teachers with alcohol 
problems to be more open in their abuse of alcohol in larger 
schools. Therefore, principals of larger schools would feel 
more threatened by this issue. This is another challenge for 
principals relating to a more urban life style. Alcohol 
continues to be a problem for schools as well as other 
institutions and groups. 
One implication of this finding concerns the need for 
programs to be in place to deal with alcohol abuse by staff 
members. Programs already in place in the business community 
or other professions need to be investigated and adapted to 
the school environment. 
Principals of small schools are most challenged 
(Challenge mean of 2.24) by "providing gifted and talented 
programs." This challenge is probably due to a lack of money 
to finance these programs. School revenues are pupil 
enrollment driven. Furthermore, small communities might be 
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limited in the number of resources available for gifted and 
talented programs. 
Another facet of this challenge could be due to the small 
numbers of gifted and talented students in smaller schools. 
Small schools might not have enough gifted and talented 
students to warrant a full-time teacher. Providing funding 
and a part-time talented and gifted teacher would be very 
difficult for principals in small schools. Gifted and 
talented students from small schools appear to be at a 
disadvantage compared to gifted and talented students from 
large schools. This finding gives support for cooperation 
between school districts to provide quality programs. 
Principals of large schools are challenged most by these 
issues: (a) non-English speaking students (Challenge mean of 
1.37), (b) providing programs for at-risk students (Challenge 
mean of 2.57), and (c) declining test scores (Challenge mean 
of 1.93). These findings are not surprising. Non-English 
speaking students tend to be located in the large urban areas. 
Conditions that produce at-risk students are more common in 
larger, urban areas of the state; therefore, principals of 
larger schools are more challenged. However, this may change 
as Iowa's communities change, especially if the trend of 
increasing poverty levels persists in the rural areas of the 
state. 
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Declining test scores should be more challenging to 
principals of larger schools because of the public attention 
given to these scores. Usually, when the press does an 
article about declining test scores, the largest schools are 
listed and analyzed. Ironically, this is also somewhat true 
of the smallest schools in the present climate of school 
district merging and consolidation. Test scores of large 
schools are often compared to test scores of small schools in 
order to make an argument for either larger or smaller 
schools. 
Along with principal accountability, the general 
perception that standardized test scores are the true measure 
of educational success and failure might help explain the 
challenge of declining test scores. 
A logic exists concerning the relationship between size 
of high school and the planning issues identified as most 
challenging. Principals of small schools are challenged by 
declining enrollment (Challenge mean of 2.43), shared programs 
(Challenge mean of 2.46), and shared employees (Challenge mean 
of 2.29). This would appear to be true because these are the 
issues that principals of small schools must contend with 
given the current conditions of their schools. Principals of 
larger schools do not deal with these issues. 
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Principals of large schools are most challenged by the 
issues of "increasing enrollment" (Challenge mean of 1.40) and 
"site based management" (Challenge mean of 1.93), issues which 
do not exist in small high schools. Increasing enrollment 
represents a change from the past trend of declining 
enrollment. Given the population forecasts, this will be a 
temporary trend that will make this issue even more 
challenging. This study also reveals that principals are 
involved, to the point of being challenged, with the concept 
of site based management. Principals would be a key factor 
for this movement to become prevalent in education in Iowa. 
"Central office involvement in school building decisions" 
is a relationship issue challenging (Challenge mean of 1.80) 
principals of large schools. In large schools, the central 
office is somewhat removed from the experience of the 
principal and, therefore, may be perceived as less responsive. 
The relationships among administrators in large schools is 
necessarily more formalized and bureaucratic because of the 
amount of organization required to manage large numbers of 
people. Communication and a more participative style of 
management might make the concept of the central office less 
challenging. 
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Level of Authority 
The study notes that 73% of Iowa's principals rate 
themselves as having a "high" level of authority, suggesting 
principals feel they have the tools necessary to be 
educational leaders. This makes principals as a group an 
important force in the future of education in the state. 
Ironically, this finding might also hold them accountable for 
what they do with their authority. 
Threats to Job Security and Level of Authority 
Not surprising is the revelation that principals with a 
lower level of authority find "conflicts with teachers" 
threatening (Challenge mean of 1.86) to their job security. 
This relationship might be explained in terms of security 
derived from adequate authority. If principals are secure in 
the authority of their position, conflicts with colleagues 
might be viewed as normal and necessary in a healthy 
organization. If principals are insecure about the authority 
of their position, every disagreement might be seen as a 
potential threat to their position; therefore, conflicts with 
teachers might be perceived as a major challenge. This 
finding implies that the business of school can get lost in an 
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atmosphere of principals trying to prove they have authority 
to staff. 
Educational Issues and Level of Authority 
Principals with a lower level of authority are most 
challenged (Challenge mean of 2.11) by one planning issue: 
"shared employees." They are also challenged by two 
relationship issues: "central office involvement in school 
building decisions" (Challenge mean of 1.86) and 
"superintendent and other administrator relations" (Challenge 
mean of 1.98). It is not surprising that principals with a 
lower level of authority might look on all three of the above 
issues as challenges. 
Principals lose part of their control when they must 
share employees. They negotiate part of their control away 
working with other principals when they decide the extent of 
each principal's responsibility. For principals with an 
already perceived low level of authority, this might be seen 
as a further erosion of their authority and become most 
challenging. This has implications for districts trying to 
cooperate and share employees. The principal with a low level 
of authority might disrupt or be less inclined to enter a 
sharing agreement because of the challenges sharing presents. 
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The threats of central office involvement and 
relationships with other administrators can be understood in 
terms of the requirements for a mutual relationship. Mutual 
relationships are conducted among people who perceive 
themselves as equal. In terms of administration, principals 
who perceive themselves as low in authority do not perceive 
themselves as equal with the central office or other 
administrators. This imbalance produces the challenge to 
their authority and can lead to the "dysfunctional principal." 
The dysfunctional principal's primary function becomes 
compensating for a low level of authority instead of 
functioning as an educational manager and instructional 
leader. 
Job Satisfaction 
Iowa's principals generally report a high level of job 
satisfaction. Only 14% of the principals indicate they are 
not satisfied. This seems to indicate that educational 
climate is favorable for high school principals and that 
Iowa's high school principals think their schools are doing 
fine. As instructional leaders, principals might not have 
high levels of job satisfaction if the schools they lead are 
inferior. The implication here is that high school principals 
should be able to provide enthusiastic educational leadership 
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because of their level of satisfaction. This high level of 
satisfaction might also affect principals' willingness to 
change. If they are satisfied with their present condition, 
they might not want to risk any change. This might have an 
impact of the movement for educational change in Iowa. 
Size of School and Level of Job Satisfaction 
Principals of small schools report the lowest level of 
satisfaction, principals of medium schools report a higher 
level of satisfaction, and principals of large schools report 
the highest level of satisfaction. 
This relationship is consistent with the research 
previously cited (Gunn & Holdaway, 1986). principals of 
smaller schools repeatedly report lower levels of job 
satisfaction than principals of larger schools. This lower 
rating of job satisfaction by principals of small schools is 
probably a reflection of the stress due to the principalship 
in small schools being a "one-person" operation. Principals 
of small schools have less administrative and technical 
support than principals from large schools. Another possible 
explanation for the lower levels of satisfaction reported by 
principals of small schools is the perception among principals 
that "a career is on track if one keeps moving up to larger 
schools." Principals in small schools may not be satisfied 
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with their career progress and may perceive that they are 
trapped. Their role expectation does not fit their current 
reality. A suggestion emanating from this finding would be a 
need for additional support for potentially at-risk principals 
in small schools. 
Level of Authority and Level of Job Satisfaction 
Not surprising is the finding that principals reporting 
the highest level of authority also report their level of job 
satisfaction as being "very satisfied." This same 
relationship was reported in the literature: Gunn & Holdaway 
(1986), Travlos, (1984), Richford & Fortune, (1984), and 
Cothern, (1990). A central theme common to all of this 
research, including this study, is that principals who 
perceive they have sufficient authority also rate their job 
satisfaction as high. Principals who perceive themselves as 
powerless rate their job satisfaction as low. 
Theory holds that success in the principalship is 
dependent on principals' level of decision-making authority. 
This authority is somewhat dependent on their own initiative 
(Ingram, 1979; Lyons, 1987). Higher levels of decision making 
authority seem to relate to higher levels of job satisfaction. 
Dissatisfied principals can not or do not choose to acquire 
the authority necessary to succeed in the principalship, thus 
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making their position not satisfying. This inability to 
acquire sufficient authority interrelates with the theory that 
the work itself contributes to job satisfaction. 
The implication of this finding reveals that principals 
need to be given the authority necessary to succeed in their 
role. If this is not possible, it appears principals will not 
be successful in that role. This finding also implies a 
possible structure of school governance that gives principals 
adequate authority. Finally, the importance of leadership 
training in preparation for the principalship can not be 
underestimated. 
Threats to Job Security and Level of Job Satisfaction 
Principals who are not satisfied find "conflicts between 
the principal's philosophy and that of the superintendent" as 
a threat (Challenge mean of 2.11) to job security. This is 
consistent with other research conducted on job satisfaction 
and reported earlier. Friesen et al., (1983) identifies poor 
relationships with central administration as a source of job 
dissatisfaction. Southard (1985) suggests a relationship 
between the principals' perception of the superintendent's 
effectiveness and their own job satisfaction. The more 
effective the principal thinks the superintendent to be, the 
higher the principals report their own level of job 
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satisfaction. This study found the same relationships appear 
to be true for the principals of Iowa. Principals with a 
lower level of job satisfaction report conflicts with their 
superintendent as more threatening than principals with higher 
levels of job satisfaction. Perhaps this relates to situation 
of superintendents being primary evaluators of principals. A 
negative relationship with the superintendent could be 
perceived by principals as a possible threat to their 
professional advancement. Conflicts with the superintendent 
might suggest a career move for the dissatisfied principal. 
Principals who are not satisfied are most threatened 
(Challenge mean of 1.44) by the issue, "lack of liability 
insurance." Principals who are not satisfied might see the 
need for this due to a lack of perceived job security. This 
is not surprising. As a group, they must feel their situation 
has deteriorated to the point where they need protection. The 
importance of this finding is that it illustrates the depth of 
dissatisfaction of some principals. 
Two other job security issues are most threatening to 
dissatisfied principals: "reorganization of schools within a 
district" (Challenge mean of 1.83) and "reorganization of 
school districts" (Challenge mean of 2.06). These two 
continuing events are implicit threats to the employment 
status of dissatisfied principals. Fewer high schools imply 
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the need for fewer principals. Reorganization within the 
district takes a situation that principals already perceive to 
be unsatisfactory and makes it ever more tentative and thus 
threatening. 
Factors that might result from reorganization and that 
are sources of job dissatisfaction might be: (a) loss of 
occupational status and prestige, (b) change in working 
conditions (c) increased time required for the job, (d) 
stress, (e) change in responsibility and autonomy, (f) lower 
level of a sense of accomplishment, (g) more constraints, and 
(h) sense of powerlessness. 
The threat (Challenge mean of 1.63) to principals who are 
not satisfied by the issue, "deficiencies in some skill areas 
needed for the principalship," is not surprising. Research 
consistently highlights the main component of job satisfaction 
as the work itself. If principals perceive themselves to be 
deficient in the basic skill required for the principalship, 
they probably are dissatisfied with their job. This finding 
lends support to the idea of a principals' academy or some 
form of principal internship. This internship could be 
patterned after the "student teacher" experience. The goal of 
this program would be to provide potential candidates for the 
principalship with a relevant experience of the principalship. 
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Candidates could then decide if they really desire the role of 
principal. 
Educational Issues and Level of Job Satisfaction 
Dissatisfied principals are the most challenged by all 
four of the following student issues: (a) managing student 
behavior (Challenge mean of 2.31), (b) complying with student 
records and regulations (Challenge mean of 1.62), (c) 
vandalism (Challenge mean of 1.79), and (d) sexual behavior of 
students (Challenge mean of 1.97). These relationships can be 
related to the factors already identified in the literature 
that are linked to job satisfaction and dissatisfaction. The 
actual work of the principalship is a factor relating to job 
satisfaction. These four issues would not be listed as the 
most ideal aspects of duties of the principalship. Managing 
student behavior, vandalism, and sexual activity of students 
could cause conflict in the relationship between principals 
and students. The variable "good relationships with 
students," has been identified as a factor influencing job 
satisfaction. Furthermore, there might be a sense of 
powerlessness in dealing with vandalism and sexual activity of 
students. Feelings of powerlessness tend to produce 
dissatisfaction. Ironically, none of these issues are among 
the top five issues when principals considered all 47 
203 
educational issues as challenges. It would appear that this 
group of dissatisfied principals have very different schools 
than the rest of Iowa's principals; otherwise, it seems 
possible that dissatisfied principals project their feelings 
of dissatisfaction into their work. 
Similarities exist between the relationships analyzed in 
the student issues and the five teacher issues. Principals 
who are not satisfied were the most challenged by issues: 
"evaluating teachers" (Challenge mean of 2.41) and "teachers' 
union activities" (Challenge mean of 1.85). Satisfied 
principals were the most challenged by the following issues: 
(a) dismissing incompetent staff (Challenge mean of 2.01), (b) 
staff morale (Challenge mean of 2.35), (c) level of teacher 
performance (Challenge mean of 2.27). Very satisfied 
principals are the least challenged on each issue. The source 
of dissatisfaction in this category is significant because 
this is the very essence of the high school principalship. 
Good working relationships with teachers is a major factor 
influencing job satisfaction. These relationships can be 
disrupted by any one of the five issues. The five teacher 
issues could also impact on the work of the principalship 
itself, which is also a factor of job satisfaction. Teachers' 
union activities or teacher empowerment might diminish 
principals' perceived autonomy and place unwanted constraints 
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on their work in the principalship. Autonomy and unwanted 
constraints are also components of job satisfaction. 
Accountability and stress, resulting from dealing with the 
five teacher issues, could also be factored into an 
explanation of why principals who were not satisfied were 
challenged by these teacher issues. Satisfied principals' 
challenging issues might represent the essential challenge of 
instructional leadership for improvement of schools by good 
principals. It is probably overly mundane to note, but not 
everyone is meant to be a principal, and there are specific 
skills necessary for success in the principalship. 
The following program issues are most challenging to 
principals who are not satisfied: (a) declining test scores 
(Challenge mean of 1.97), (b) efforts to effectively mesh 
routine classroom instruction with special academic pull-out 
programs (Challenge mean of 1.94), (c) coping with federal 
regulations (Challenge mean of 2.24), and (d) special needs of 
latchkey children (Challenge mean of 2.00). Satisfied 
principals were the most challenged by the issue: "coping with 
state regulations and initiatives" (Challenge mean of 2.01). 
Each one of these program issues emanates from various facets 
of job satisfaction. Dealing with program issues considerably 
expands the traditional role of the principal which is a 
factor of job satisfaction. Similarly, all five of the 
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program issues tend to be areas of stress for principals, 
which is a factor of job satisfaction. 
Accountability and the perception of powerlessness as a 
factor of job satisfaction can be seen in program issues of 
declining test scores, federal regulations, and state 
regulations and initiatives. Dissatisfied principals could 
negatively impact the general program of the high school. 
Instead of expanding, adopting, and modifying the high school 
program to meet the ever-changing needs of students, 
dissatisfied principals could be looking to keep programs the 
same or limit any future expansion. 
The planning issue, "shared programs" is most threatening 
(Challenge mean of 2.15) to principals who are not satisfied. 
It seems possible that this might be the result of stress and 
a perceived loss of authority when schools share programs. 
Another possible explanation would be that principals view 
this as a predictor of future consolidation. This 
consolidation could mean a threat to continuing in their 
present position. This is of note in the present climate of 
shared programs and consolidation going on among school 
districts. 
Satisfied principals are the most challenged by two 
planning issues; "shared employees" (Challenge mean of 2.05) 
and "planning or goal setting" (Challenge mean of 2.27). 
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Successfully sharing employees might be the true test for 
handling the work of the principalship. Planning or goal 
setting is an issue relating to many of the factors 
contributing to job satisfaction (Friesen et al., 1983). 
These factors would include: (a) achievement, (b) recognition 
(c) work itself, (d) responsibility, and (e) advancement. 
Dealing with these two planning challenges might be the 
difference between being a "satisfied" principal and a "very 
satisfied" principal. This finding also suggest two important 
topics for the continuing education of principals. 
It may be significant to note that all the educational 
issues classified as relationship issues significantly relate 
to principals' level of job satisfaction. This did not happen 
in any of the other four categories and attests to the power 
of relationship issues as factors contributing to job 
satisfaction. Good working relationships with teachers, 
fellow administrators, students, community, and the 
superintendent was the most common theme in the literature on 
job satisfaction. When these relationships were not 
satisfying, job dissatisfaction was consistently found to be 
the result. 
Principals' ability to relate to others seems to be a 
predictor of job satisfaction, therefore having important 
consequences in the selection and training of principals. It 
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suggests a sub set of skills, derived from the art of relating 
to other human beings. These skills are essential to the high 
school principalship. Ability to relate might also be 
considered as a factor in determining a candidate's potential 
success in the principalship. 
Limitations of the Study 
The findings of this study should be read, discussed, and 
interpreted with the following limitations in mind. 
The survey instrument was administered only to Iowa 
principals and data were collected for this study in the 
spring of 1989. Results may or may not be applicable after 
that date. 
The survey instrument used for this study, "Iowa 
Secondary School Principals' Status and Opinion Study," was 
sponsored in part by the School Administrators of Iowa. This 
may have affected the attitude of the respondents. 
Only high school principals whose supervisory assignment 
included some combination of grades ten, eleven, and twelve 
were included in this study. This fact limited the data 
gathered for this study and the applicability of the findings 
of this study. 
The use of an existing survey instrument served to limit 
this study. In the wording of question 74, the word 
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"challenge" could have different interpretations. Challenge 
could be interpreted negatively in that the issue listed was 
considered a problem. However, not all challenges are 
negative and consequently problems. The survey does not allow 
respondents to indicate their interpretation. 
The researcher is also aware that a number of current 
issues being discussed in terms of high schools today are not 
included on the survey. The following issues might have been 
included: (a) number of students entering high school without 
necessary skills, (b) the extent to which the high school 
curriculum prepares students for life after high school, (c) 
unsatisfactory student performance, (d) the problems 
associated with some high school students being involved in 
many extracurricular activities and (e) the problems 
associated with students working to many hours at their jobs 
while attending high school. 
The results of this study could also have been affected 
by variables not covered or controlled by this study. This 
limitation is the result of the research design of studies 
based on surveys. 
Age, gender, salary, and years of experience were not 
considered when relationships among study variables were 
examined. These variables might significantly relate to job 
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satisfaction, level of authority, threats to job security, and 
educational issues as challenges. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
Following are potential topics of research that were 
generated as a result of the thinking, reflection, and 
research conducted for the present study: 
1. A more thorough study could be made illuminating the 
differences between morale and job satisfaction. 
2. The finding that the national principals' 
organization was thought to be the least helpful in assisting 
principals to bring about educational change suggests an array 
of questions for further research. 
3. Also training for the principalship could be 
investigated. Questions to be investigated could include: (a) 
an analysis of the finding that only 47% of Iowa principals 
received their masters degree from one of the three state 
universities, (b) the applicability of training, (c) the 
amount of instructional and/or managerial orientation in 
training for the principalship, and (d) what seem to be the 
best possibilities for training principals for the next 
century. 
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4. Effective management of educational challenges would 
be an ideal area of study. This study might help principals 
to be pro-active rather than reactive. 
5. Numerous issues for future research are associated 
with the level of authority of the principal. Some the these 
areas would include: (a) principals' perceptions of actual and 
ideal levels of authority, (b) types of power principals 
possess and power activities that principals engage in, (c) 
the concept of shared authority, (d) validity of the concept 
of the principalship as middle management, (e) principals' 
perceptions of instructional leadership and its relationship 
to authority, (f) principals' perceptions of the ideal high 
school and what prevents them from moving closer to their 
perception of the ideal high school, and (g) since research 
seems to indicate that principals can exercise authority if 
they choose to do so, what factors predict principals' 
exercise of authority. 
6. The study of job satisfaction suggested further 
areas of investigation. One potential research question would 
be; Is job satisfaction related more to a person's role or his 
or her need fulfillment? Many studies suggest that job 
satisfaction is the result of the individual feeling a sense 
of accomplishment, so it might be interesting to find exactly 
what that means in terms of the high school principalship. 
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Principals' relationships with parents as a component of job 
satisfaction is another area for further study. Parent 
relationships seemed to be a problem area for principals in 
other studies. One last area for investigation might be the 
finding that 25% of the principals, for whom the principalship 
is not the final goal, intend to leave education. 
7. With the current emphasis on reorganization in Iowa, 
it would be interesting to investigate principals' perceptions 
for the optimum size of a high school and factors that relate 
to an optimum-sized high school. 
8. Since principals' relationships were a powerful 
factor related to job satisfaction, the dynamics at work in 
principals' relationships with superintendents is also worthy 
of study. 
9. It would be useful to compare data and conclusions of 
this study with studies investigating Iowa's superintendents 
and elementary principals. 
10. Finally, it would be helpful to explore the effects 
the variables of this study have on the transitory nature of 
the principalship. Perhaps the variables of job satisfaction, 
authority, and relationships jeopardize the longevity and job 
security of principals. 
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school administrators of iowa 
RECENCY WEST 5 SUITE UO 
4500 WE5T0WN PARKWAY 
PO BOX655?8 
WEST DES MOINES. IOWA 60265 0576 
Fellow Administrator: 
Enclosed is a survey being sponsored by the School Administrators of Iowa. The 
instrument was developed in cooperation with Iowa State University and the University of 
Northern Iowa. 
We recognize that surveys can be an imposition on your busy schedules. We are also 
well aware of the number of questions on the enclosed survey. 
However, because of the importance of this project to our long-range planning efforts, 
we would sincerely appreciate your completing the form and mailing It to us by February 10. 
1989. Several SAI study committees will be using the results to develop services and programs 
to be implemented during the next membership year. 
We sincerely thank you for your help 
Respectfully, 
Gaylord Tryon 
Executive Director 
serving all of Iowa's educational administrators 
Attilitltd wilh American Association o< School Admmisltalois 
Naiionai Attocialion ol Elemanlary School Principals 
Nalionil Aitocialion ol Secondary School Principals 
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lOVh SECONDARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS' STATUS AND OPINION STUDY 
We are studying the status of Secondary School Principals in Iowa, and we are asking your opinions 
on selected issues. If you are a K-12 principal and receive an elementary and a secondary survey 
please fill out only one survey. Fill out the survey thbt fits the position where you spend most of 
your time. We will be publishing the results In the near future. We ask your help by completing the 
enclosed questionnaire and returning it by February 10, 1989 to: 
School Administrators of Iowa Survey 
P, 0. Box 65578 
West Des Moines, lA 50265 
Your response will remain anonymous. 
School Administrators of Iowa 
Departments of Educational Administration, Iowa State 
University and University of Northern Iowa 
Name and Title of Respondent (please print): 
Name of School: ' 
Street Address or P.O. Box: 
City: State: Zip Code: 
235 
APPENDIX C 
FOLLOW-UP LETTER 
e 
236 
school administrators of iowa 
REGENCY WEST 5, SUITE 140 
4500 WESTOV/N PARKWAY 
PO BOX 65578 
WEST DES MOINES. IOWA 50365 0578 
(515)224 3370 
Fellow Administrator: 
Approximately three, weeks ago we sent you a letter and a survey 
instrument which dealt with the individual who s-erves as the Supers 
intendent of Schools in Iowa. 
As you will recall, the study focused on several key areas of the 
superintendency. We will analyze our data and provide information 
that will be helpful to our long range planning efforts. We also 
hope the Information will be helpful, to Universities, AEA's, school 
boards, superintendents, and all of those who support you in your 
role as Iowa School Superintendents. 
If you've set the instrument aside we're wondering if you might take 
a few minutes to complete and return it now. 
Your time and thoughtful answers are greatly appreciated. 
February 10, 1989 
Respectfully 
Gaylord Tryon 
Executive Director 
SâJ : serving all ol Iowa's educational administrators 
AMilialed with American Ajsocialion ol School Admimsiratois 
National Association ol Elementary School Principal; 
National AMOCiation of Secondary School Principals 
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SELECTED QUESTIONS FOR DATA ANALYSIS 
The following questions were selected for data analysis 
from the "Iowa Secondary School Principals' Status and Opinion 
Study" conducted by the School Administrators of Iowa. 
Descriptive data analysis included the following 
questions from the survey: 3, Ba, 9, 10, 13, 16, 17, 19, 21, 
22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 42, 
46, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 58, 60, 64, 65, 66, 70, 71, 
and 72. 
The study variables were analyzed using the following 
questions : 
1. Level of satisfaction, question 8b 
2. Level of authority, question 61 
3. Size of school, question 15 
4. Job security issues, question 73 
5. Educational issues, question 74. 
Listed below are the hypotheses and corresponding 
questions used for analysis. 
Ho 1-5 Questions 61 and 74 
Ho 6-10 Questions 15 and 74 
Ho 11 Questions 15 and 8b 
Ho 12 Questions 8b and 73 
Ho 13-17 Questions 8b and 74 
Ho 18 Questions 61 and 8b 
Ho 19 Questions 15 and 73 
Ho 20 Questions 61 and 73 
The complete survey follows in Appendix E. 
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IOWA SECONDARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS' STATUS AND OPINION STUDY 
We ore studying the status of Secondary School Principals In Iowa, and we are asking your opinions 
on selected issues. If you are a K>12 principal and receive an elementary and a secondary survey 
please fill out only one survey. Fill out the survey that fits the position where you spend most of 
your time. We will be publishing the results in the near future. We ask your help by completing the 
enclosed questionnaire and returning it by February 10, 1989 to: 
School Administrators of Iowa Survey 
P. 0. Box 65578 
West Des Moines, lA 50265 
Your response will remain anonymous. 
School Administrators of Iowa 
Departments of Educational Administration, Iowa State 
University and University of Northern Iowa 
Name and Title of Respondent (please print): 
Name of School: 
Street Address or P.O. Box: _______________________________________ 
City: State: . Zip Code; 
A. STATUS QUESTIONS 
What Is your current title? 
_____ 1 Secondary Principal 
2 Assistant Secondary Principal 
3 K-12 Principal 
4 Other (Explain ) 
If your responsibilities include assigned 
classroom teaching in addition to admini­
strative duties, what percent of your time 
is allocated to teaching? % 
2, What is your age? 
3. What is your sex? 
1 Male 
2 Female 
years 
5. Regardless of whether you are currently a 
member of School Administrators of Iowa, have 
you ever been a member? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
6. Does your district pay all or part of your 
dues? 
1 District pays 100% of my SAI dues. 
2 District pays part of my SAI dues. 
3 No, district pays none of my dues. 
_____ 4 I am not currently a member. 
How would you place yourself among the 
following racial or ethnic groups? 
1 Hispanic 
2 Black 
3 White 
4 Other 
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In which of the fol lowing organizations do 
you currently hold a membership? Indicate 
with 1 = Yes or 2 • No. 
National Association of Secondary 
School Principals 
______ National Association for 
Supervision and Curriculum 
development 
School Administrators of Iowa 
_____ Association of School Business 
Officials 
Iowa Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development 
_____ American Association of School 
Administrators 
Other (specify: ) 
Suppose you were starting out all over 
again, would you.want to become a secondary 
school principal? 
_____ 1 Certainly would 
_____ 2 Probably would 
3 Probably would not 
_____ 4 Certainly would not 
How well satisfied are you with your current 
principe I ship? 
___ 5 Very satisified 
4 Satisfied 
3 Neutral 
2 Dissatisfied 
1 Very satisified 
At what age (approximately) are you planning 
to retire from the principalship? years 
My anticipated year of retirement is ______ 
10. Do you consider the secondary school 
principalship your final occupation goal? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
If HO, which position is your ultimate? 
______ 01 Elementary school teacher 
• ______ 02 Secondary school teacher 
_____ 03 College teacher 
_____ 04 Secondary school principal 
05 Superintendent of schools 
06 Assoc./Asst. superintendent of 
schools 
___ 07 Director of secondary education 
_____ 08 Other central office personnel 
• 09 Position outside field of education 
10 Other (please identify: ) 
11. Have you ever been named in a civil suit 
related to your position? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
If YES, check ALL that apply; 
To what was the complaint related? 
______ 1 Liability for student injury 
______ 1 Liability for staff injury 
_____ 1 Dismissal of staff member 
1 Provision of educational services 
1 Reporting of suspected bhild abuse 
1 Failure to report suspected 
chiId abuse 
____ 1 Other (please specify: ) 
What was the outcome? 
1 Suit dropped 
2 Settled out of court 
. 3 Case still in progress 
_____ 4 Judgment in my favor 
____ 5 Judgment against me 
< 
, From whom did you get formal support? 
1 School district 
_____ 1 Local administrator association 
_____ 1 State administrator association 
1 National administrator association 
_____ 1 Insurance company 
_____ 1 None of the above 
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12. How would you classify yourself in regard to 
your basic philosophy? 
___ 1 conservative 
2 tend to be conservative 
3 tend to be liberal 
4 liberal 
13. How many separately named buildings are 
under your direction? _____ 
14. What grades are under your direction? 
Indicate by 1 = Yes or 2= No. 
PK 
K 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
15. What is the total number of students you are 
responsible for supervising? pupils 
16. What is your school district's enrollment? 
(Use September headcount. Count 1/2 
kindergarten pupils as one pupil each. 
pupils 
17. How would you characterize the community 
which your school serves? 
1 urban 
2 suburban 
3 small town(B) 
_____ 4 rural 
18. Is your school accredited by any agency 
other than the state? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
By what accrediting body? 
1 NCA 
2 other 
19. What is the approximate composition of the 
pupil enrollment of your school? (Mark in 0 
where appropriate.) 
% Hispanic ... 
% Native American 
1_ % Asian/Pacific Islander 
% Black 
. % White 
_____ % Other nonwhite 
100 % TOTAL 
20. What is the approximate composition of the 
teaching staff in your school? (Mark in 0 
where appropriate.) 
X Hispanic 
X Native American 
% Asian/Pacific Islander 
X Black 
X White 
X Other nonwhite 
• 100 X TOTAL 
21. What is the composition of your teaching 
staff? j 
% Male 
X Female 
22. How many of the following staff are 
currently assigned to your school? (Please 
INDICATE NUMBER in EACH category.) 
° Classroom teachers (exclude special area 
teachers) 
_____ full-time _____ part-time 
" Special area teachers (i.e., special 
education, P.E., art, music) 
• full-time part-time 
' Nurses 
full-time part-time 
° Counselors 
, _____ futl-time part-time 
" Librarians/media specialists 
full-time part-time 
° Teacher associates (with degree) 
full-time ______ part-time 
" Teacher aides 
___ full-time part-time 
" Other professional personnel (please 
specify type: ) 
full-time _____ part-time 
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23.  Do you have an assistant principal 
assigned to your building? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
If YES, how many? 
full-time part-time 
What allocation formula is used In 
assigning assistant principals in your 
district? (check ALL that apply.) 
_____ 1 Assigned to all secondary 
schools 
1 Based on school enrollment 
1 Assigned to work with specific 
programs 
1 Other 
Check the THREE major responsibilities. 
1 Supervision/evaluation of 
teachers 
1 Supervision/evaluation of 
nonteaching staff 
1 Curriculum development 
_____ 1 Discipline/student management 
__ 1 student evaluation/placement 
__ 1 Parent/community contacts 
__ 1 Facilities management 
_ 1 Budget administration 
__ 1 Duties as assigned 
__ 1 Other (specify; .) 
24. 
25. How would you describe the following group's 
general perception of school administrators? 
(Please circle ONE number for EACH 
category.) Use the following response 
categories: 
5 Highly positive 
4 Positive 
3 Neutral 
2 Negative 
1 Highly negative 
26. 
27. 
How would you describe the attitude of the . 
following groups toward your school and its 
program? (Please circle ONE number for EACH 
category.) Use the following response 
categories: 
5 Highly supportive 
4 Highly supportive and involved 
3 Supportive 
2 Supportive end involved 
1 Neither supportive nor involved 
Public 5 
Teachers 5 
Students 5 
Legislators 5 
Board Members 5 
Which of the following factors have the 
greatest impact on the publics' perception 
of the school administrator? (Check 
THREE.) 
1 Salary 
1 Personal life 
1 Unpopular decisions 
1 Discipline resolution 
1 Faciljty maintenance 
__ 1 Staff performance 
___ 1 Individual performance 
1 Community involvement 
1 Other (please identify: 
How would you characterize the extent to 
which parent volunteers are involved in 
your school's educational program? 
_____ 1 Parents working in school on a 
daiIy basis 
Number of parents 
Number of hours 
2 Involvement if limited to special 
projects 
3 Little to no involvement by 
parent volunteer's 
Parents 5 
Teachers 5 
Non-certified 5 
Board Members 5 
Administrators 5 
28. Please approximate the percent of the 
student body in your school that is from 
single-parent and latch-key homes? 
" Single parent: % Don't know 
" Latch-key: % Don't know 
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29. Are the teachers In your school district 
covered by a collective bargaining contract? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
30. What are the main sources of ideas for 
innovations that, during the past three 
years, have resulted in significant changes 
of practice in your school (e.g., grouping, 
curriculum)? (Check up to THREE.) 
____ 1 College or university courses 
1 Professional reading 
1 Consultants from outside the 
district 
1 State mandates or initiatives 
1 National professional associations 
1 State professional associations 
1 Local workshops 
1 Principals' Academy or Center 
____ 1 Central office staff 
____ 1 Parents or other community 
contacts 
___ 1 Other principals 
1 Teachers 
31. How would you best describe your morale? 
_____ 4 Excellent 
____ 3 Good, could be better 
2 Bad, could be worse 
1 Very bad 
32. How would you describe your relationships 
with each of the parties listed below? 
(Please circle ONE number for EACH 
category.) Use the following response 
categories: 
5 Very good 
33. 
34, 
35. 
36. 
37. 
Good 
Neutral 
Poor 
Very poor 
38. 
39. 
School Board 
Superintendent 
Other Principe I(s) 
Other Central 
Office Staff 
Teachers 
Students 
Parents 
Commun!ty 
C. THE PRINCIPALSHIP: EXPERIENCE 
AND PREPARATION FOR THE POSITION 
How many total years (including your years 
as principal) have you been employed as a 
professional in education? _____ years 
Counting this year, how many years have you 
been a school principal? 
" In your current school?: years 
® In other districts in Iowa?; years 
' Out of state?: years 
' All together?; years 
How many years did you teach before 
becoming a principal or teaching principal? 
" Elementary teaching: years 
® Secondary teaching: 
® College teaching: 
years 
years 
What certifications do you currently hold 
in the state in which you're working? 
1 Teacher 
1 Principal 
_____ 1 Superintendent 
_____ 1 Other.administrator or supervisor 
I 
What is the highest college degree you 
hold? 
1 Bachelor's degree 
2 Master's degree 
3 CAS/EDS 
____ 4 Doctor's degree 
How old were you when you were appointed to 
your first principalship? years 
At what university did you complete your 
administrative training? (Please write the 
APPROPRIATE NUMBER in the blank.) Use the 
following response categories: 
1 = University of Iowa • 
University of Northern Iowa 
Iowa State University 
Drake University 
Other: 
NA (Do not hold that degree) 
MAE/MSE 
ED.S./CAS 
ED.D/PH.D. 
Other 
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40. How many of the following positions did you 
hold a) before your first principalship, and 
b) before your present position. Indicate 1 
1 Yes or 2 = No for each positions 
Before Before 
lic&l Pr??ent 
Elementary teacher 
Intermediate teacher 
Secondary teacher 
Asst. principal, 
elementary 
Asst. principal, 
intermediate 
Asst. principal, 
secondary 
Principal 
Supervisor 
Director 
Asst. Superintendent 
Counselor 
College faculty 
Central office 
administrator 
Athletic Coach 
School supervisor or 
curriculum specialist 
Other ( ) 
41. Was a Principals' Assessment Center 
available to you prior to your selection for 
your position as a principal? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
3 Don't know 
If YES, did you participate in the program? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
3 Don't know 
42. What has been the value of the following 
types of preparation and experience to your 
becoming a successful secondary school 
principal? (Please circle ONE number for 
EACH category.) Use the following response 
categories: 
3 Of much value 
2 Of some value 
1 Of little value 
' Graduate education 3 2 1 
Experience as a teacher 3 2 1 
Experience as an 
assistant principal 3 2 1 
In-service study and 
training 3 2 1 
On the Job experience 
as a principal ' 3 2 1 
Local/state meetings 
of principals 3 2 1 
National meetings of 
. principals 3 2 1 
Internship in secondary 
school administration 3 2 1 
Principals' Academy or 
Center ' 3 2 1 
43. In which of the following areas do you feel 
your own need for professional development 
is highest? (Check NO MORE THAN THREE.) 
1 Use of effective leadership 
behavior 
1 Use of effective communications 
skills 
1 Dynamics of group processes 
1 Planning and Implementation of 
currlcular goals 
^ 1 Supervision of the instructional 
program 
I 1 Assessment/evaluation of students 
1 Assessment/evaluation of staff 
1 Assessment/evaluation of 
instructional program 
1 Improving staff performance 
1 Improving student performance 
1 Planning/organizing personal time 
1 Effective fiscal administration 
__ 1 Coping with political forces 
influencing the school 
1 Strategic Planning 
1 Other (please specify: ) 
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44. Where do you believe you can get the best 
assistance in relation to your personal 
needs for professional development? (Check 
THREE.) 
1 College or university 
1 Local district 
1 Area Education Agency 
1 State Department of Education 
1 School Administrators of Iowa 
1 National association of 
administrators 
1 School Board Association 
1 Principals' Academy or Center 
1 Other (please identify: ) 
48. Does your district have a written 
performance pay plan for the following?: 
Administrators 1 Yes 2 No 
Teachers ____ 1 Yes 2 No 
Superintendent 1 Yes 2 No 
Other (Specify) 1 Yes 2 No 
If YES, is any portion of it based on 
student achievement? 
Administrators 1 Yes 2 No 
Teachers _____ 1 Yes _____ 2 No 
Superintendents 1 Yes 2 No 
Other (Specify) 1 Yes 2 No 
49. 
THE PRINCIPALSHIP: 
OF EMPLOYMENT 
CONDITIONS 
45. Do you have a written agreement with your 
school district which specifies your salary 
benefits and working conditions? 
3 Yes, a personal contract although 
each principal's contract may be 
different. 
2 Yes, a master agreement for all 
principals. 
1 No 
If YES, what is the term of your contract? 
1 1 year 
2 2 years 
____ 3 3 years 
4 Continuing (in effect unless 
notified of termination) 
5 Other (Specify: ) 
Do you have the option of a paid sabbatical 
leave as an administrator? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
If YES, in 19 
50. What is your term of employment this year? 
1 9 but less than 10 months 
2 10 but less than 11 months 
3 11 but less than 12 months 
4 12 months 
51. Which of the following student vacation 
breaks are you expected to work? 
1 Yes 
1 Yes 
1 Yes 
2 No 
2 No 
2 No 
Thanksgiving 
vacation 
Winter break 
(Christmas 
vacation) 
Spring break 
46. What is your 1988-89 salary? 
$ ' per year 
Amount of district paid tax sheltered 
annuity, if any? $ 
47. Which of the following types of tenure do 
you have in your school district? 
1 8 Yes 2 B No 
As a principal 
As a professional employee (if RIF'ed 
as a principal, can return to 
teaching) 
52. Number of days on duty per year (exclude 
regularly-scheduled paid holidays and paid 
vacation days). days 
53. Taking into consideration/the time you 
, typically arrive at school in the morning 
and leave in the afternoon, how much time 
(excluding evenings and weekends) do you 
spend at school each day? 
hours per day 
54. How many additional hours do^you spend in 
school-related activities EACH WEEK? 
(Exclude summers.) hours per week 
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55. Do you have a written Job description with 
ycur school district for which you are held 
accountable and against which you are 
evaluated? 
1 Yes 
2 Yes, although each Job description 
may be different 
3' No 
RESPONSIBILITY AND AUTHORITY 
56. 
57. 
58. 
How often do you receive a written 
evaluation of your administrative 
performance? 
4 More than once a year 
3 Once a year 
2 Once every two or three years 
1 Rarely or not at all 
Is goal-setting a routine part of your 
evaluation process? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
From whom are opinions about your evaluation 
normally solicited? (Check ALL that apply.) 
_____ 1 Superintendent 
_____ 1 Assistant superintendent 
____ 1 Other central office personnel 
1 Other administrators 
1 Non-certified employees 
1 Teachers 
1 Community members 
1 Parents 
1 Students 
1 Myself 
1 Other (Please specify: .) 
59. Do you have the opportunity to respond to 
your superiors after a formal evaluation? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
3 Not evaluated formally 
60. How frequently are you commended for 
something you have done? (By personal 
comment or in writing by the superintendent 
or other central office administrators; 
board.) 
4 Frequently 
3 Sometimes, but not frequently 
2 Seldom (once a year or less) 
1 Never 
61. How would you describe the level of 
authority that principals in Your district 
ha.ve to make decisions concerning their own 
schools? 
3 High 
2 Moderate 
1 Low 
62. • In general is the authority to run your 
school given to you by the school board and 
central administration in balance with the 
degree to which they hold you responsible 
when things to wrong? 
_____ 1 Yes 
2 No 
63. What percent of the.total money spent on 
your school this year (salaries, utilities, 
supplies, etc.) is subject to the 
discretionary authority of you and your 
staff? 
(Mark in 0% if less than 154.) % 
64. Please check below the statement that best 
describes your authority over the selection 
of teachers for your school. (Check ONE.) 
3 Have primary authority for hiring 
2 Share authority with central office 
1 Have little or no authority 
65. Which one of the following items best 
describes your responsibility for 
supervision and evaluation of staff in your 
school? 
3 Have primary responsibility 
: 2 Share responsibility with central 
office 
I 1 Have little responsibility 
66. Which one of the follow'ing items best 
' describes your responsibility for 
instructional improvement in your school? 
3 Have primary responsibility 
2 Share responsibility with central 
office 
1 Have little responsibility 
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67. To what extent ore teachers In your building 
involved in the development end evaluation 
of the instructional program? 
1 Not at all 
2 No formal involvement but their 
opinions are solicited 
3 Formal involvement 
A' Process consists solely of 
development and evaluation of 
program by teachers 
68. What is your role in evaluating teachers in your school? (Check APPROPRIATE COLUMNS on items that 
apply.) 
Formal evaluation 
Narrative format : 
At least once a year 
Every few years 
Checklist format: 
At least once a year 
Every few years 
Average number of classroom 
observations per teacher 
each year 
Beginning 
Teachers 
1 Yes 
1 Yes 
1 Yes 
1 Yes 
Yes 
2 No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Expertenced 
Teachers 
_ 1 Yes 2 No 
1 Yes 
1 Yes 
1 Yes 
1 Yes 
t 
2 No 
2 No 
2 No 
2 No 
Observations Observations 
69. The concept of the "administrative team" is 
a structure or mechanism which attempts to 
bring the administrative and supervisory 
personnel In a school system together for 
purposes of Interaction, consultation, and 
decision-making. Does your school system 
use such an arrangement? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
3 Don't know 
If YES, how would you describe your 
Involvement as a member of this team? 
_____ 4 Included In a meaningful way 
3 Included but In name only 
2 Not Included 
1 Don't know 
249 
70. Please provide estimates for the percent of 
your time you spend on each of the 
responsibilities listed below? (Hark in 0 
percent if appropriate.) 
" Supervision/evaluation of % 
teaching staff 
® Supervision/evaluation of % 
nontcaching staff 
" Curriculum development/ X 
evaluation 
° Discipline/student management % 
° Student evaluation/placement ___ % 
° Parent/community contacts % 
° facilities management % 
" Budget administration ____ % 
' Duties assigned by central % 
office 
" Policy development/ ____ % 
administration . 
° Evaluation of Administrators % 
° Collective Bargaining X 
' Administrative team work X 
' Administration of Master X 
Contract 
° Planning X 
° Phase in X 
" Other (Specify; 
> X 
TOTAL 100 X 
71. How much influence do you think you have on 
school district decisions that affect 
secondary schools and secondary education? 
4 Much influence 
3 Little influence 
2 Some influence 
1 No influence 
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72. In your opinion, has the responsibility of principal In relation to the following areas changed in 
the last five years? (Please circle ONE number for EACH category.) Use the following response 
categories: 
No change 1 = Decrease 3 = Increase 2 
Building level authority/responsibility 
Curriculum development 
Development of Instructional practices 
Fiscal decision-making 
Personnel selection 
Personnel evaluation 
Participation In district policy development 
F. PROBLEMS OF THE PRINCIPALSHIP 
73. Relative to your own feelings of job security. Indicate the extent to which each of the items 
listed Is currently or potentially (within the next year) a problem, 
for EACH category.) Use the following response categories: 
3 a Major 2 = Minor 1 = No 
" Unsatisfactory student performance 3 
" Conflicts with teacher 3 
® Conflicts between my philosophy and that of superintendent 3 
® Lack of liability Insurance 3 
" Reduction In force due to declining enrollment 3 
' Reorganization of schools within district 3 
" Reorganization of school districts 3 
' Poor personal performance evaluation 3 
" Personal deficiencies in some skill areas needed for 
the prlnclpalship 3 
® Other (please specify: ) 3 
(Please circle ONE number 
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74. For each item below, Indicate the extent to which it is currently or potentially (within the next 
year) a challenge In the school for which you are now responsible. (Please circle ONE number f o r  
EACH category.) Use the following response categories: 
3 = Major 2 • Minor 1 » No 
" Managing student behavior , 3 2 
' Use of drugs by pupils 3 2 
" Use of alcoholic beverages by students 3 2 
" Use of alcoholic beverages by staff 3 2 
' Pupil absenteeism 3 2 
" Teacher absenteeism 3 2 
® Declining enrollment 3 2 
" Increasing enrollment 3 2 
" Changing composition of student body 3 2 
" Complying with student records regulations 3 2 
" Dismissing Incompetent staff 3 2 
" Crisis management 3 2 
° Evaluating teachers 3 2 
° Staff morale 3 2 
" Teachers union activities 3 2. 
® Teacher shortages 3 2 , 
" Vandalism 3 2 
" Violence In the schools 3 2 
° Providing programs for gifted and talented students 3 2 
" Providing programs for underachlevers 3 2 
" Providing programs for handicapped learners 3 2 
® Providing programs for At-Risk students 3 2 
° Level of teacher performance 3 | 2 
° Level of parental involvement 3 2 
" Inadequate availability of computers, video machine 
etc., for instructional purposes 3 2 
' Declining test scores 3 2 
® Sexual behavior of pupils 3 2 
® Non-English speaking students 3 2 
" Efforts to effectively mesh routine classroom instruction 
with special academic pull-out programs . ' 3 2 
® ChiId abuse 3 2 
° Central office involvement In school building decisions 3 2 
" Coping with federal regulations 3 2 
® Coping with state regulations/initiatives 3 2 
® Special needs of latchkey children ' 3 2 
® Teacher empowerment , 3 2 
' Site-based management 3 2 
® Increased interest in pre-kindergarten programs 3 2 
° Financing district ' 3 2 
® Phase III 3 2 
® Restructuring boundaries 3 2 
° Shared programs 3 2 
° Shared employees 3 2 
° Board/superintendent relations 3 2 
" School/community relations • 3 2 
" Administrator/employee relations 3 2 
® Superintendent/other administrator relations 3 2 
® Planning or goal setting 3 2 
" Other (please specify: ) 3 2 
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G. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 
75. In your opinion, is collective bargaining by 
teachers having a good or bad effect on the 
quality of public education? 
____ 4 Good effect 
3 Little if any effect 
______ 2 Bad effect 
1 Don't know 
76. How does your inclusion on the districts 
bargaining team effect your working 
relationship with staff members? 
4 Positive effect 
_____ 3 Little or no effect 
2 Negative effect 
1 Not included on bargaining team 
77. What effect, in your opinion, is collective 
bargaining in public education having on 
public opinion generally? 
_____ 4 Good effect 
______ 3 Little if any effect 
______ 2 Bad effect 
____ 1 Don't know 
H. CAREER SUPPORT 
78. Were the following factors effective in 
advancing your career? 
Indicate: 1 = Yes 2 = No 
Yes No Competency 
Yes No Visibility through 
leadership in 
association 
Yes No Association from 
university 
Yes No Political connections 
79. Do you consider yourself to be a mentor? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
80. Do/Did you have a mentor? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
81. Have you utilized the "political connections 
network" in seeking employment as an 
admlnistrator? 
—- - 1 Yes 
2 No 
' ..a~. 
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I. ADMINISTRATOR AND TECHNOLOGY 
82. Do you consider yourself a computer user? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
If YES, please indicate how you use it (check ALL that apply). 
' School 
Related Personal 
Word processing _ 1 Yes 2 No 1 Yes 2 No 
Spreadsheets 1 Yes 2 No 1 Yes 2 No 
Database 1 Yes 2 No 1 Yes 2 No 
Graphics 1 Yes . 2 No 1 Yes 2 No 
Communications (e.g.. 
Compuserve, bulletin boards, 
Email, computer conferencing) 1 Yes 2 No 1 Yes 2 No 
Desktop publishing (e.g., 
newsletters ) 1 Yes 2 No 1 Yes 2 No 
Entertainment (e.q., pames) 1 Yes 2 No 1 Yes 2 No 
Work with family (e.g.. 
homework) _ 1 Yes 2 No 1 Yes 2 No 
Other 1 Yes 2 No • 1 Yes 2 No 
83. How have you learned what you know about computers? 1 = Yes 2 » No 
By myself (e.g., experimentation, reading, trial j 
and error ____ Yes No 
From my colleagues and peers _____ Yes No 
From my family and friends Yes No 
From meetings, workshops, conferences ______ Yes _____ No 
These meetings were at; 
1 my building/district 
1 an AEA 
1 a college/university 
_____ 1 a local computer store 
1 state/national conferences 
_____ 1 other training providers (e.g., 
vendors, trainers) 
1 computer users group , 
1 meetings, conferences, courses 
1 other (please specify; ) 
84. Approximately what percentage of teachers in 
your building/district use the following 
technology in instruction? 
% computers 
% VCR or other video 
